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Abstract
First-generation college students are associated with lower educational outcomes leading to
decreased career aspirations. Student engagement has been linked to positive college retention
outcomes. The present study surveyed 6,421 technical and two-year college students, who were
in their first term of college, to determine if there are differences in the factors that impact
student engagement of those students that identify as first-generation or continuing generation.
Framed by Astin’s (1999) Student Involvement Theory and Bourdieu’s (1986) Social Capital
Theory, and using a quantitative, non-experimental correlational design with a cross-sectional
survey, this study examined several constructs from the student engagement conceptual model
proposed by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012). The constructs consisted of the student’s
perceived college involvement, academic preparedness, competence, family support, faculty
support, motivations to attend school, and sense of belonging. Due to the small effect sizes in the
analysis, the findings indicate and may contribute to the literature by highlighting the point that
there is not a need to design different types of student success or retention strategies for firstgeneration college students attending a technical college and such strategies are likely to provide
the same results at either a technical college or a two-year college.
Keywords: first-generation college student, student engagement, technical college
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Chapter One
Introduction
In his 2018 State of the Union address, President Donald Trump stated, “Let us open
great vocational schools so our future workers can learn a craft and realize their full potential”
(State of the Union Address, 2018). In 2015, former President Barack Obama gave a speech at
Boise State University where he stated,
My administration is connecting community colleges with local employers to train
workers to fill high-paying jobs like coding, or robotics, as well as traditional fields like
nursing…to help workers of all ages earn a better shot at better, higher-paying jobs.
(Lynch, 2015).
These statements were made in publicized speeches during a time when federal policy was in
place to support the emphasis on the academic and economic needs of career and technical
education throughout the United States. In fact, the United States has continually funded career
and technical education, also known as vocational education, since 1963 when the Vocational
Education Act was enacted through 2018 when the Strengthening Career and Technical
Education for the 21st Century Act was signed by President Trump.
One of the largest groups of students seeking two-year postsecondary education or less, is
first-generation students. First-generation college students represented thirty-four percent of the
total undergraduate population in 2012 (Postsecondary National Policy Institute [PHPI], 2018)
and were more likely to attend a two-year college (National Center for Education Statistics
[NCES], 2019). First-generation college students are defined by the United States Department of
Education as:
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(a) an individual both of whose parents did not complete a baccalaureate degree; or (b) in
the case of any individual who regularly resided with and received support from only one
parent, an individual whose only parent did not complete a baccalaureate degree. (Higher
Education Act of 1965, 2008, p. 9)
Unfortunately, first-generation college students are more likely to end their higher
education pursuits early due to academic difficulties, social challenges, and family factors
(Quinn, Cornelius-White, MacGregor & Uribe-Zarain, 2019) and lack the knowledge of how to
become engaged on campus (Pike & Kuh, 2005).
Understanding the definition of first-generation college students is only a starting point for
understanding the challenges that influence first-generation college student engagement. These
challenges include what is unknown about student engagement influences found in different
types of college environments and the unique perspective of first-generation college students.
Kahu (2013) states student engagement is widely known as having a significant influence on
achievement and learning in higher education; however, she also found a clear definition of
student engagement is not known even though federal legislation uses student engagement to
measure outcomes and quality.
Quaye and Harper (2015) define student engagement as ‘simply characterized as
participation in educationally effective practices, both inside and outside the classroom, which
leads to a range of measurable outcomes’ (Understanding the Nature and Importance of
Engagement, chap 1, para. 1). Additionally, Quaye and Harper (2015) cite that researchers have
found student engagement positively impacts cognitive and intellectual skill development
(Anaya, 1996; Baxter Magolda, 1992); college adjustment (Cabrera, Nora, Terenzini, Pascarell,
& Hagedorn, 1999; Kuh, Palmer, & Kish, 2003); moral and ethical development (Evans, 1987,
2

Rest, 1993); practical competence and skills transferability (Kuh, 1993, 1995); the accrual of
social capital (Harper, 2008); and psychological development, productive racial and gender
identity formation, and positive images of self (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 1998, Harper
& Quaye, 2007; Torres, Howard-Hamilton, & Cooper, 2003)
As noted, first-generation college students are more likely to attend a two-year college,
which could be a community or technical college. Cross (1985, p.36) posits the mission of a
community college includes ‘five traditional community college programs’: (1) collegiate and
transfer education; (2) vocational education; (3) developmental or compensatory education; (4)
general education; and (5) community education and service.
Although somewhat similar, the mission of a technical college is more narrow. The U.S.
Department of Education (2019) defines a technical college as a post-secondary institution
offering no fewer than three different occupational/career and technical education fields leading
to immediate employment or possibly a baccalaureate degree for individuals who have
completed secondary school and who are preparing for the labor market. Established by the
Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, technical colleges were first developed as an institution for
vocational training in order to prepare young adults for jobs created due to the industrial
revolution and to provide another pathway to higher education other than general education
(Lynch, 2000). The mission of technical colleges has remained constant since 1917 through
many federal vocational education legislation amendments.
According to the 2015-16 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NCES, 2020),
forty percent of first-generation college students were seeking a subbaccalaureate credential in a
technical education area in 2015. As noted by Levesque et al. (2008), subbaccalaureate
occupational programs include health care, business and marketing, computer science,
3

engineering and architectural sciences, personal and consumer services, and trade or industry
programs.
The research of Dyce et al (2013) found the United States places a value on higher
education for all and on the enormous potential of the first-generation college student. As
previously mentioned, first-generation college students are more likely to attend a two-year
college. These two-year colleges could include a vocational school or community college where
technical programs are offered.
To fully understand this results of this study, it is important to understand how student
engagement impacts the first-generation college student attending a technical college because
according to the report American’s Forgotten Middle-Skill Jobs (Holzer & Lerman, 2007),
employment opportunities will be greatly diminished for workers in the United States who do not
complete some form of postsecondary education. More specifically in Tennessee where this
survey and study was conducted, the state is investing in programs like the Tennessee Promise
and Tennessee Reconnect programs to assure more students are able to financially afford to
enroll at either a state community or technical college. While Tennessee’s higher education
system is strong, workforce needs have outpaced degree and certificate production in many
occupations (THEC Academic Supply and Occupational Demand in Tennessee, 2019). To meet
these growing workforce needs, Tennessee technical colleges are positioned to have the greatest
opportunity of preparing unskilled men and women laborers and underprepared men and women
earners for future workforce positions in Tennessee. An effort endures in technical education for
students, industry, educators, and communities to appreciate that the same skills needed to enter
college and be successful are the same skills needed to enter the workforce and be successful
(Stone, 2007). In order for Tennessee to be able to supply a pipeline of skilled workers to fill the
4

workforce gap of the next twenty years, it is imperative for educational leaders at the state’s
technical colleges to understand the factors impacting student engagement on their campus.
Since a majority of previous studies have concentrated on community colleges or
universities, this study seeks to concentrate on the influences or factors impacting student
engagement for the first-generational college student attending a technical college.
Understanding these influences or factors will assist technical college administrators in their
academic and student success program development with the intent to retain first-generation
college students through graduation.
Statement of Problem
This study seeks to solve a two-prong problem: (1) the need to effectively recruit and
serve more first-generation college students seeking a credential in a skilled trade in order to
meet the growing employment needs in industry; and (2) the need to maintain or increase student
retention and completion rates of those first-generation students attending a technical college due
to accreditation requirements.
Recruiting and serving the first-generation college student. Almost fifty years since
the first federal policy was developed to support career and technical education, the United
States is still struggling to serve the needs of one of the most common students attending a
technical college: the first-generation college student. From 2012 until 2016, the percentage of
first-generation students attending a technical college dropped from forty-eight percent in 2012
to forty percent in 2016 (NCES, 2012; NCES, 2020). While much research has been conducted
in regard to student engagement of the first-generation college student attending a two-year
college or university, there is little literature available on student engagement of the first-
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generation college student attending a technical college. Few research studies examine how
federal career and technical education policy and institutional policies impact the adaptation of
the first-generation college student in the college environment. To effectively address the factors
and adaptation needs of the first-generation college student in a technical college environment, it
is essential that researchers, college administrators, industry sectors, and the public develop a
better understanding of this phenomenon.
Technical college accreditation requirements. In the state where this study was
conducted, the technical colleges are accredited by the Council on Occupational Education. In
order to retain accreditation which allows each institution to offer the technical training programs
demanded by industry, each technical college is required to maintain a sixty percent completion
rate, a seventy percent placement rate, and if applicable a seventy percent licensure rate (Council
on Occupational Education, 2020). Understanding the factors that impact student engagement of
the first-generation college student attending a technical college will provide important data to
administrators as each seeks to retain students and support the student’s completion goals.
Research Questions
The research questions driving this study are as follows:
1. Does the technical college student’s college involvement on campus differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
2. Does the technical college student’s perception of family support differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
3. Does the technical college student’s self-competence beliefs differ by students’
college generation status and institution type?
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4. Does the technical college student’s perception of their academic relationship
with a faculty member differ by students’ college generation status and institution
type?
5. Does the technical college student’s motivation for attending school differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
6. Does the technical college student’s sense of belonging differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
Significance of the Study
Understanding what student engagement is for students attending a technical college is
hard to accomplish due to many definitions of student engagement for students attending a
college or university found throughout literature. Due to the similar structure but different
instructional methods found in a technical college environment, it is even more difficult to
precisely determine the influences that may impact student engagement. For this study, the terms
student engagement and student involvement will be used interchangeably.
What has not been disputed is the fact that more first-generation college students are
enrolling at technical colleges to earn a postsecondary credential leading to gainful employment.
The primary purpose of this study was to help understand factors that impact student engagement
for first-generation college students attending a technical college. After a comprehensive search
of the Internet and pertinent literature to locate publications about student engagement of the
first-generation college student attending a technical college, it was determined that student
engagement may have a different understanding or meaning on a technical college campus. In
order to assist technical college administrators with their institutional goals, academic program
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offerings, and student success programs, a clearer understanding of student engagement of the
first-generation college student attending a technical college is needed.
As of 2020, there was not a lot of literature on the topic of student engagement as it
relates the technical college student as well as to how it pertains to federal or institutional policy.
Furthermore, there are even fewer published studies focused on empirical research on technical
college student engagement or the first-generation college student attending a technical college.
Furthermore, the results of this study sought to provide likely consequences for technical college
administrators, faculty, staff, and students as well as federal policymakers. The conceptual model
proposed in this study shows technical college administrators and policymakers how the
influences of college involvement, academic preparedness, perceptions of family support and the
academic relationship with his or her faculty member instructing the student’s chosen training
program can have an impact on the student’s level of student engagement. This will lead to
effective academic and student success programming that can positively impact student
engagement and increase student retention as well as completion rates. Policies and initiatives
created at the federal or campus level could then be reviewed or revised to place more support on
student engagement goals that would ultimately benefit first-generation college students
attending a technical college.
Conceptual Framework of the Study
Considering student engagement and the first-generation college student, Astin’s Student
Involvement Theory and Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory guide the conceptual framework of
this study. Additionally, a Student Engagement Model proposed by Lam, Wong, Yang, Lui
(2012) guides the conceptual model under the framework of this study.
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When the under-prepared student arrives on a college campus, lack of confidence
experienced by first-generation college students is a popular phenomenon (Engle, 2007), which
leads to lower levels of student involvement (Burch et al, 2015). Adding to the research of how
these theories support how students at a secondary school, community college, or university are
able to adapt to their new learning environment, this conceptual framework concentrates on the
gaps in literature as they pertain to the first-generation college student in a technical college
environment. The terms student involvement and student engagement are used interchangeably.
Student Involvement Theory. Considered a developmental theory for higher education,
Astin’s Student Involvement theory is concerned with the amount and quality of physical and
psychological energy that the student devotes to their academic experience (Astin, 1999).
Additionally, this theory focuses on the highly involved student who devotes increased levels of
time and energy to studying, to participating in on-campus activities, and to interacting with
faculty and peers. Unlike motivation, which focuses on the student’s psychological forces that
stimulate a student in a positive or negative manner, student involvement focuses on the
behavioral forces that influence a student’s learning and personal development (Astin, 1999, p.
522). Astin also states student involvement is similar to Freud’s concept of cathexis, which
means a person will invest psychological energy in persons or situations outside of themselves
(Astin, 1999).
At the time Astin (1999) proposed his student involvement theory, five key assumptions
were also provided. The first assumption considers involvement as an investment of physical and
psychological energy in objects such as an experience or a process (Astin, 1999). It assumes the
student is involved in the experience and not just a member or in attendance (Hutto, 2002). The
second assumption states regardless of its object, involvement transpires along a continuum.
9

Different students display different degrees of involvement in a given object, and the same
student displays different degrees of involvement in different objects at different times (Astin,
1999). The third assumption provides involvement as having both quantitative and qualitative
features. The fourth assumption is specifically related to educational program outcomes in
student learning and development and how these outcomes are directly in proportion to the
quality and quantity of student involvement (Astin, 1999). The fifth and final assumption
considers the overall effectiveness of any educational policy or curriculum as it directly related
to student involvement (Astin, 1999).
Finally, there are several reasons the student involvement theory was chosen as one of the
theories used in this conceptual framework for this particular study. The first reason this theory
was selected was because this “theory can explain most of the empirical knowledge about
environmental influences on student development” (Astin, 1999, p.518). Astin (1999) stated he
has “not needed to draw a maze consisting of dozens of boxes interconnected by two-headed
arrows to explain the basic elements of the theory” (p. 518), which leads to this theory being
simple to understand and describe. Another reason this theory was chosen is that this is a theory
used by numerous other student engagement studies. Finally, this theory is versatile and can be
used as described by Astin (1999, p. 518) by “researchers to guide their investigation of student
development and by college administrators and faculty to help them design more effective
learning environments”.
Social Capital Theory. Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory states individuals gain actual
or potential resources based on the relationships established due to a membership in a group
(Bourdieu, 1986). According to Alfred (2009), social capital can be defined in one general
statement, “it is not what you know; it is who you know” (p.3). Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, and
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Terenzini (2004) provide “social capital is a form of capital that resides in relationships among
individuals that facilitate transactions and the transmission of different resources” (p. 252).
Finally, cited by Soria and Stebleton (2013, p. 103), social capital “influences the social and
economic well-being of individuals who belong in groups” (Bourdieu, 1983; Coleman, 1988),
leads student success when a college student is part of an established social network (Parks,
2000; Strange, 2001), and has been used in retention and persistence student success research
studies (Smith, 2007; Tierney & Venegas, 2006).
The reasons Social Capital Theory was selected as the second theory in the conceptual
framework for this study is because this theory deals with the lack of relationships the firstgeneration college student has when stepping onto a college campus and how, according to
Bourdieu (1986), the relationships established due to the efforts of an institution “can secure
material or symbolic profits” (p. 87) for each member of the group. Lin, Cook, and Burt (2001)
also provide four reasons for why social capital works to engage and produce profits. The first
reason is social capital ‘facilitates the flow of information’ (p.6). The second reason is the
relationship ‘exerts influence’ (p. 7). The third reason is the relationship ‘provides social
credentials’ (p. 7). The fourth reason is the social capital relationship ‘not only provides
emotional support but also public acknowledgement of one’s claim to certain resources’ (p. 7).
To summarize these reasons, Schwartz et al (2017, pp. 166-167) cited that social capital defined
as ‘the information, support, and resources available to an individual through connections and
networks of relationships’ (Bourdieu, 1986) ‘plays a critical role in academic attainment and
success, and that unequal distribution of social capital contributes to the lower college
completion rates among first-generation college students (Guifrida, 2006; Stanton-Salazar, 2011;
Tinto, 1993).
11

Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui Student Engagement Model. The conceptual model
proposed by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) considers the affective, behavioral, and cognitive
student engagement components as each relates to the positive student outcomes of managing
one’s emotions, academic success, and behavior. This model demonstrates how the student’s
contextual factors, such as instructional approaches and methods, as well as the student’s
personal or motivational beliefs impact student engagement leading to the positive student
outcomes.
Methodological Approach
A detailed explanation of the methodological approach is discussed in Chapter Three.
This section provides a brief overview of the methodology of the research for this study. The
research of this study was a quantitative, non-experimental correlational design with a crosssectional survey to examine the perceived college involvement, academic preparedness, family
support, motivation to attend school, and faculty support items on the Tennessee Board of
Regents (TBR) Getting to Know Our Students survey to determine which influences student’s
overall ability to engage in the technical college environment. A statewide dataset from the
Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) Getting to Know Our Students survey was obtained after the
variables necessary for the study were determined. The Tennessee Board of Regents Office of
Data Strategy outlined the terms and conditions for the use of the statewide data through a data
agreement form and it was signed by the appropriate individual from the TBR Office of Data
Strategy and the researcher involved in this study.
The data collected provided a clearer understanding of the college student’s attitudes,
beliefs, and perceptions of college during their first term of enrollment. This survey was selected
for this study because it collected student specific data from new students attending a technical
12

college. Additionally, the survey had specific questions about the student’s college generation
status and it collected data regarding the student’s college involvement, academic preparedness,
perceptions of family support, the academic relationship with his or her faculty member
instructing their chosen training program. Finally, the survey contained data from seventy-one
percent of students who identified as first-generational. In order to show a direct relationship
between the first-generation college student attending a technical college to student engagement,
a conceptual model was developed that considered the influences of college involvement,
academic preparedness, perceptions of family support and the academic relationship with his or
her faculty member instructing their chosen training program on the student’s ability to adapt in
the college environment.
Definitions, Assumptions, and Limitations
In this next section, the definitions that were used throughout the study are provided, and
the assumptions and limitations are discussed.
Definition of Terms. For this study, the definitions listed below for the following terms
were used throughout.
Career and Technical Education: Considering the high-skill, high-wage, and in-demand industry
sectors or occupations, this is a structured educational program that offers a series of courses for
training and careers in these current or emerging occupations and provides technical skill
aptitude in competency-based, work-based, entrepreneurship, or applied learning processes
completing in a industry recognized credential (U.S. Department of Education, 2019).
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First-Generation College Student: first-generation college students (FGCS) are first in their
family to pursue postsecondary education (Tate et al, 2015; Gibbons, Rhinehart and Hardin,
2019).
Student Involvement: student involvement focuses on the behavioral forces that influence a
student’s learning and personal development (Astin, 1999).
Sub baccalaureate credential: an associate’s degree or postsecondary certificate awarded below
the bachelor’s level (Zhang and Oymak, 2018)
Assumptions. Although there is an abundance of literature on student engagement and
the first-generation college student for students attending either a university or community
college, there is very little literature regarding student engagement or the first-generation college
student attending a technical college. Assumptions of this study were that this research would be
valuable and add awareness to the need to include first-generation technical college student
engagement data to the existing literature base. Another assumption was that technical colleges
will be able to implement better student engagement services on their campuses for firstgeneration college students.
A final assumption of this study was in regards to the secondary data that was provided
for this study. It was assumed that the Tennessee Board of Regents Getting to Know Our
Students survey data was good, accurate data and that the approximately thirteen percent who
participated in the survey was an actual random sample of the total first term enrolled dataset as
noted in the intent of the survey description. Although the dataset was three years old at the time
of this study, it is assumed the dataset that was provided is still applicable to higher education
today.
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Limitations. As previously mentioned, there was a challenge to locate studies or
literature regarding technical college students or student engagement specifically. Although there
have been numerous publications about student engagement or the first-generation college
student, it was also difficult to find a specific definition for each.
Since this study’s emphasis is on first-generation college students attending a technical
college, only data collected in 2018 will be used due to limitations of the survey. These
limitations include that it was conducted for only three years and each year the questions on the
survey differed. The study began in 2017 and concluded in 2019. In 2017, the survey did not
collect whether students attended a community college or a technical college. In 2018 and 2019,
the study did collect this information. Due to this reason, the study will analyze data from 2018
and not 2017. Understanding that this study would also be enhanced if gender or ethnic
information about the first-generation student could be considered, it should be noted the survey
was unable to successfully collect this information in 2017. Relying on the matching of student
identification number to demographic information stored in each institutional student
information database, the survey was not successful in completing the match on a consistent
basis. Due to this flaw, gender or ethnic information was not collected nor can it be considered
in this study. In 2018, the data was broken down by institutional type but again was unable to
successfully match gender and ethnicity information. Finally, in 2019 the questions on the survey
changed from those asked in 2018. Additional limitations will be discussed in Chapter five.
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Summary
In this chapter, the underlying problem of the study was presented. Lacking a clear and
uniform definition, student engagement of the first-generation college student is an area colleges
and universities invest many resources and develop programs that can have a positive impact;
however, due to influences, which are unique to the first-generation college student, this is an
area in which colleges and universities have difficulties impacting. For technical colleges, this is
an area of greater importance due to the increased number of first-generation college students
enrolling at a technical college and the factors impacting their level of student engagement. This
study sought to help define student engagement of the first-generation college student attending a
technical college and could help technical colleges determine what are or could be the best
academic and student success programs leading to a positive influence on student engagement on
their campuses. In the following chapter, the literature relevant to this study is discussed.
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Chapter Two
Literature Review
In this chapter, the literature review introduces a conceptual framework considering
Astin’s Student Involvement Theory and Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory as each relates to the
academic, social, and economic themes in career and technical education federal policy. The
literature review will also introduce a student engagement model proposed by Lam, Wong,
Yang, and Lui (2012). The literature review will contextualize student engagement of firstgeneration college students within the history, mission, and function of public technical colleges
in the United States. A synthesis of literature describing technical college students and technical
education as a technical college function accommodating the barriers encountered by firstgeneration college students will be provided. Additionally, a description of recent career and
technical education legislation at the federal level supporting the growing need for a skilled
workforce is reviewed. Finally, the literature review will define the characteristics of firstgeneration college students and their success.
Introduction
Understanding why first-generation college students may or may not be engaged in their
college academic experience leading to increased or decreased levels of confidence in their
abilities to succeed has been a topic of many higher education research studies. For college
administrators leading student success initiatives in the 21st century, the need to have this
understanding is of great importance due to legislative and economic pressures to produce
graduates able to perform the jobs of the future and to be competitive in a global economy
(Stuart & Dahm, 1999). According to Redford and Mulvaney-Hoyer (2017), a first-generation
college student is a student whose parents had no post-secondary education experience and is a
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substantial population on many college campuses. First-generation college students represented
34% of the undergraduate population in 2012 (Postsecondary National Policy Institute [PNPI],
2016), of which 6% will attend a less-than two-year college (National Center for Education
Statistics [NCES], 2019).
First-generation college students (FGCS) as a group have several features in common.
These areas include family characteristics, socioeconomic status, and academic preparation for
college (Warburton, Bugarin, & Nunez, (2001). Common FGCS family characteristics can be
described as low-income and married, likely to speak another language other than English, and to
be foreign born (Warburton, Bugarin, & Nunez, 2001). Warburtin, Bugarin, & Nunez (2001)
also found the FGCS took less rigorous coursework in high school, were less likely to have
completed advanced mathematics courses, and were less likely to have taken a college entrance
examination.
Just as this group has several characteristics in common, two major differences within the
first-generation college student population are where the student attends college and the student’s
persistence to complete their postsecondary education within a reasonable amount of time.
College students filling the jobs of the future will enroll at a four-year university, a two-year
college, or a less than two-year college completing different programs of studies. For those
students considered a first-generation college student (FGCS), there is an increased likelihood
the college student will enroll in a vocational or technical program as compared to a college
student with one or more parents who possess a bachelor’s degree or advanced degree (Chen &
Carroll, 2005). According to Bailey et al (2003), the FGCS attending technical college programs
will have parents with lower levels of education than students in academic college programs.
Horn and Nunez (2000) also found that as parental education levels increased, there was a
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decrease in the number of high school graduates choosing to enroll in technical college programs
(p.12). Finally, students completing subbaccalaureate occupational programs have a lower rate of
persistence and attainment than baccalaureate students and were more often first-generation
college students (Zhang & Oymak, 2018).
Bringing these commonalities and differences together, the intensity of the firstgeneration college experience can be similar or different depending on the type and size of the
college the student chooses to attend (Davis, 2010). According to Davis (2010), the intensity of
the first-generation college student experience is milder at a community college or at a smaller
professional school than a four –year university due to the greater possibility the student will be
in class with more first-generation college students, the less likely the experience will feel like a
traditional college experience, and the possibility the student will be able to focus on a single
workforce training area. Davis (2010) adds the intensity of the first-generation college
experience can be very different on a four-year university campus because there is a higher
probability the student will not have the knowledge to make important decisions about their
academic program, to seek assistance on large campus, and to be engaged in extracurricular
activities.
Once the college student steps on to the campus, there is usually several opportunities for
the student to become engaged in the college experience. Student engagement is a combination
of student behavior and institutional conditions and is an area colleges can actually affect (Kuh et
al, 2006, p. 8). According to Kuh (2009), engagement is commonly used to define constructs
such as quality of effort and involvement (p 6). During a time when colleges across the United
States are being measured on the number of graduates produced, there is little research
examining the factors influencing technical college student’s level of engagement. Additionally,
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Bragg (2013) notes concerns regarding the level of understanding possessed by policy makers
and educators in regards to the numbers of students of color, low socioeconomic status, who are
disabled, have immigrant status, and other underserved student populations who enroll in
postsecondary vocational education. These students are seeking to earn credentials in
employment areas that imitate fundamental inequities in society. The concerns are related to how
those credentials contribute to inequities in education and to the future employment for students
representing diverse demographic backgrounds and experiences.
Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this study considered Astin’s Student Involvement Theory
(Astin, 1999) and Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory (Bourdieu, 1983) as each relates to student
engagement of the first-generation college student attending a technical college. Considering the
fact that technical colleges in the United States would not exist today if it were not for the
foundation of federal legislation and funding beginning in the early 20th century (Wang & King,
2009, p.24), educational administrators should consider the academic, social, and economic
themes contained in career and technical education policy as each relates to disadvantaged
students and their success in college. Students enrolling in career and technical education
programs now have the opportunity to gain useful and in demand workforce skills such as
critical thinking, collaboration, problem solving, innovation, teamwork, and communication
(Brand, Valent, & Browning, 2013).
Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory is related to Astin’s Student Involvement Theory
through the first-generation college student’s ability to adapt to the college environment through
academic and social involvement opportunities and the relationships the student establishes
inside or outside the campus. As noted by Stone and Alfeld (2004), students enrolled in career
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and technical education programs are immersed in a learning environment focused on applying
coursework in practical and relevant projects while facilitating relationships between the student,
his or her instructor, classmates, mentors, and industry. In research conducted by Brand, Valent,
and Browning (2013), career and technical education can be “viewed as both a structural and
instructional approach that can inform the design of schools, programs, and classes as well as the
delivery of curriculum and instruction” (What CTE Looks Like in Practice, para.1) while also
including partnerships with employers, work-based learning, innovative instructional strategies,
project based learning, and hands-on training which keeps the student engaged and interested.
Stone and Alfeld’s (2004) research also found student motivation and engagement increases
when the student is meeting their own career goals in a learning environment with a concrete
structure that supports an emphasis on training in a single area.
When the under-prepared student arrives on a college campus, lack of confidence
experienced by first-generation college students is a popular phenomenon (Engle, 2007), which
leads to lower levels of student involvement (Burch et al, 2015). Influenced by prior research
conducted at the university and community college levels, this study sought to determine if firstgeneration college student (FGCS) engagement is less than second-generation college student
engagement at the technical college level. Considering the emphasis on involvement and
relationships in engagement, the theories in this conceptual framework worked together to
impact the first-generation college student’s ability to adapt when engaging in the technical
college environment, especially when the student encounters unexpected challenges or stresses.
Due to the higher probability the student came to campus less prepared for the rigor of college
and lacks a college-minded support system, the FGCS attending a technical college should learn
how to survive, to ask questions, to get comfortable with discomfort, and to focus on being open
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to new experiences while acquiring the technical skills and networks they need to be successful
in their future career. Ultimately, the FGCS’s ability to adapt means letting go of what he or she
has used in the past to be successful. To support the foundation of each of these theories, this
review of literature analyzed how student involvement and the student’s opportunity to establish
relationships impacted the FGCS’s ability to adapt while engaging academically or socially in a
technical college environment versus a community college or university environment. Adding to
the research of how these theories support how students at a secondary school, community
college, or university are able to adapt to their new learning environment, this conceptual
framework and literature review concentrated on the gaps in literature as they pertained to the
FGCS in a technical college environment.
Student Involvement Theory
Considered by Harper and Quaye (2014) as one of the most frequently cited theories in
higher education literature, student involvement theory is concerned with the amount and quality
of physical and psychological energy that the student devotes to their college experience (Astin,
1999). Hunt (2003) posits this theory aligns with student centered teaching approaches where the
student plays an important role in determining his or her level of involvement in various
educational activities. Additionally, this theory focuses on the highly involved student who
devotes increased levels of time and energy to studying, to participating in on-campus activities,
and to interacting with faculty and peers. Unlike motivation, which focuses on the student’s
psychological forces that stimulate a student in a positive or negative manner, student
involvement focuses on the behavioral forces that influence a student’s learning and personal
development (Astin, 1999, p. 522). Finally, Tinto’s Model of Student Departure (Tinto 1993),
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which also considers student involvement, also considers the social and intellectual integration of
the student in the academic and social communities of the college.
To fully understand student involvement, which is a component of student success, it is
important to understand the many other descriptive terms associated with student engagement
research. Hirschy, Bremer, and Castellano (2011) provide the following definitions of retention,
persistence, completion, and attrition, which are used in theoretical models and have been used
to understand the phenomenon of occupational student success in a community college setting.
As noted by Hirschy et al. (2011), a college’s focus on retention includes the processes necessary
to keep the student enrolled from one term to the next. Persistence is the responsibility of the
student and refers to a student’s ability to maintain and complete their enrollment at a
postsecondary institution. A college’s focus on completion refers to the actual completion of a
credential, certificate, diploma, or degree. Finally, attrition refers to a decrease in student
enrollment at any level and can also be referred to as educational goal attainment. In each of
these definitions, the institution or the student has more of a responsibility in the process.
According to Astin (1999), student involvement links the responsibility of program curriculum
and desired student or institutional goals to student effort and the student’s and the institution’s
investment of energy in order to bring about the desired learning and development (p.522).
Assumptions of Student Involvement Theory
At the time Astin (1999) proposed his student involvement theory, five key assumptions
were also provided. The first assumption considers involvement as an investment of physical and
psychological energy in objects such as an experience or a process (Astin, 1999). It assumes the
student is involved in the experience and not just a member or in attendance (Hutto, 2002). The
second assumption states regardless of its object, involvement transpires along a continuum.
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Different students display different degrees of involvement in a given object, and the same
student displays different degrees of involvement in different objects at different times (Astin,
1999). The third assumption provides involvement as having both quantitative and qualitative
features. For example, the amount of time a student spends studying can be quantitatively
measured and how the student studies can be measured qualitatively (Astin, 1999). The fourth
assumption is specifically related to educational program outcomes in student learning and
development and how these outcomes are directly in proportion to the quality and quantity of
student involvement (Astin, 1999). The fifth and final assumption considers the overall
effectiveness of any educational policy or curriculum as it directly related to student involvement
(Astin, 1999). Considering how these student involvement theory assumptions relate to technical
education, the fourth and fifth assumptions are related to the federal emphasis on career and
technical education legislation from the Smith-Hughes Act through Perkins V.
Social Capital Theory
According to Alfred (2009), social capital can be defined in one general statement, “it is
not what you know; it is who you know” (p.3). Pascarella, Pierson, Wolniak, and Terenzini
(2004) provide “social capital is a form of capital that resides in relationships among individuals
that facilitate transactions and the transmission of different resources” (p. 252). Furthermore,
Pascarella et al. (2004) postulated social capital theory is related to the understanding of the
possible effects of first-generation student status on the experience and outcomes of college. In
the same way, Gofen (2009) determined students from working-class families are the first to
attend college and are more likely to lack social capital resources that will enable them to be
successful at a university because they do not acquire these resources from their parents. Soria
and Stebleton (2013) define social capital resources in the higher education context as social
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networks involving student affairs staff, faculty, and peers who assist the student as they navigate
their way through college. Cited by Soria and Stebleton (2013, p. 103), social capital “influences
the social and economic well-being of individuals who belong in groups” (Bourdieu, 1983;
Coleman, 1988), leads student success when a college student is part of an established social
network (Parks, 2000; Strange, 2001), and has been used in retention and persistence student
success research studies (Smith, 2007; Tierney & Venegas, 2006). Alfred (2009) provides the
core assumption guiding social capital research is that “the goodwill of others towards us is a
valuable resource to be harnessed” (p.5) and that social capital theory assumes a person’s family,
friends, and colleagues provide a vital benefit that can be utilized for capital gain, when needed,
or to be enjoyed.
History, Mission, and Function of the United States Public Technical College
As noted by Barlow (1976), vocational education as it is known today is a “20th century
invention” with roots in the traditional preparation for work outside of a vocational school found
in research as apprenticeships, involuntary apprenticeships, or family oriented training between a
father and son (p.3). Due to federal legislation, career and technical education programs exist in
secondary and postsecondary schools in the United States (Rojewski, 2002) to ‘promote a greater
focus on academic rigor, career-focused programs of study, articulation between secondary and
postsecondary education, and greater accountability’ (Brand, Valent, and Browning, The Federal
Role in Career and Technical Education and the Perkins Act, para. 1, 2013) and to develop what
was known as vocational education to be known today as career and technical education.
For this study and as defined by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), a
technical college was defined as a two-year college that grants subbaccalaureate credentials such
as certificates, diplomas, or terminal associate degrees in occupational education, or career and
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technical education (CTE) fields as defined by Hirschy, Bremer, and Castellano (2011), to
individuals seeking to enter the workforce with specific skills and knowledge (NCES, 2019). In
2015, approximately 1.4 million students graduated from a postsecondary institution with a
subbaccalaureate occupational education credential. This is an increase from the year 2000 when
only approximately 885,000 students received a sub baccalaureate credential (NCES, 2019).
According to Levesque et al. (2008), sub baccalaureate occupational programs include health
care, business and marketing, computer science, engineering and architectural sciences, personal
and consumer services, and trade or industry programs. As of 2010, these programs were offered
at 59% of all postsecondary institutions comprising 50% of all postsecondary enrollment and
40% of all full time equivalency enrollment (“U.S. Background Information,” 2012).
The following is a history of United States federal legislation beginning with the SmithHughes Act of 1917, which focused primarily on agricultural skills training, through the
Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act of 2018, which places
greater emphasis on innovations in career and technical education.
Smith-Hughes Act of 1917
Established by the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917, vocational and technical training was seen
as an economic need to prepare young people for jobs created as a result of the industrial
revolution and to provide an alternative to general education curriculum of schools (Lynch,
2000). At the time of implementation, the Smith-Hughes Act provided guidance for each state to
establish a vocational education board that would be responsible for developing a funding plan.
The plan would include how the program would be supervised and controlled, how the purpose
of the program would lead to useful employment for a selected population of students, how the
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program would be implemented in secondary schools, and how the state or local community
would fund facilities and equipment (Roberts, 1957).
Vocational Education Act of 1963, 1968, and 1976
In response to President John Kennedy’s 1961 message to Congress regarding American
education, Lewis and Stone (2013) state the Vocational Education Act of 1963 originated from a
report titled Education for a Changing World of Work. According to Rojewski (2002), the
Vocational Education Act of 1963 brought about a huge focus shift in federal policy and
direction for vocational and technical education from job preparation to a shared emphasis on a
social component to meet economic demands. This social component included adolescents with
special needs such as socioeconomic disadvantages and disabilities. Research conducted by
Meers (1987) and Sarkees-Wircenski & Scott (1995) discovered very few structured programs
for students with special needs were implemented due to a shortage of federal allocated funds.
The reauthorization of the Vocational Education Act in 1968 expanded funding and the
definition of students with special needs. These special needs include students with limited
English proficiency, academically at-risk youth, students in programs considered nontraditional
for their gender, displaced homemakers, and students who were less than twenty years old and
had a child (Rojewski, 2002). The purpose of the act was to “help improve the ability of the
Nation’s schools and community colleges to respond to new technological, social, and
educational needs” (The Vocational Education,1969, p. 19). Seeking to address sex
discrimination and bias in occupational education programs; lack of funding for handicapped or
disadvantaged students, including American Indians, participating in postsecondary vocational
programs; and a lack of ongoing planning and evaluation, the Vocational Act of 1963 was
reauthorized with amendments in 1976 (Wolfe, 1978).
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Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and Applied Technology Act of 1984
Seeking to improve vocational programs and to better serve students with special needs,
Congress renamed the Vocational Act of 1976 to the Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and
Applied Technology Act and passed the new act in 1984 (Lynch, 2000). Additionally, the
Perkins Act of 1984 sought to improve program accessibility for special populations to include
individuals with disabilities, single parents, incarcerated populations, and low income individuals
as well as it set aside 10.5% of the annual funding for elimination of sex bias and stereotyping in
vocational education (Stromquist, 2013).
Carl D. Perkins Vocational Education and Applied Technology Act of 1990
In 1990, the Perkins Act, also known as Perkins II, was reauthorized (Lynch, 2000).
Unlike the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 which focused on economic need and the Vocational
Education Acts of 1963, 1968, and 1976 which focused on economic and social needs,
Rojewski’s (2002) research determined at the time of the reauthorization of the Perkins Act in
1990 federal legislation and educational reform initiatives were moving to have more of an
academic, economic, and social purpose. These reform initiatives encompassed work-based
learning, accountability, higher order thinking skills, integrated curriculum, and technical
preparation. As cited by Rojewski (2002), Hayward and Benson (1993) found the reauthorization
of the Perkins Act in 1990 was “the most significant policy shift in the history of federal
involvement in vocational-technical education. For the first time, emphasis was placed on
academic, as well as occupational skills” (p.3).
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Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 1998
Known as Perkins III, Rojewski (2002) found the act continued to stress the importance
of work and to improve the academic achievement for those entering postsecondary education
while also reaffirming the U.S. pledge to support special populations and integrated academic
and vocational education. Rojewski (2002) cited Hartnig (2001) and Lynch (2000) understanding
of the act’s new initiatives as core performance indicators which included student attainment of
identified academic and vocational proficiencies; attainment of a high school diploma or
postsecondary credential; placement in postsecondary education, the military, or employment;
and student participation in and completion of nontraditional training and employment programs.
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006
President Bush signed Perkins IV into law on August 12, 2006 and added stronger CTE
student accountability performance measures, the need to coordinate CTE plans, a new provision
of sixteen programs of study known as career clusters, and expanded academic and technical
integration into the established career and technical education framework (Hyslop, 2008). These
performance measures sought to collect outcome data in three overlapping areas for secondary
and postsecondary: technical skill attainment, student placement, nontraditional participation and
completion (Scott, 2009).
Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2018
Also known as Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act or
Perkins V, was signed into law by President Trump in July 2018. The emphases of the new law
included a new national competitive grant for “identifying, supporting, and evaluating evidencebased and innovative strategies and activities to improve and modernize CTE and align
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workforce skills with labor market needs” and continued support for accountability as well as
coordination requirements between CTE activities and Workforce Innovation and Opportunity
Act (WIOA) and Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) activities (Granovskiy,
2018, p 2). According to a report published in 2018, the Perkins V Act will better support CTE
programs from high school into college leading to increased levels of student success (Jobs for
the Future, 2018, p. 1). Additionally, the act terms the phrase ‘career pathway’ as a means to
impact adults from lower socioeconomic populations and lower literacy levels (Cielinski, 2019).
Beginning with the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 until the most recent legislation,
Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act signed by President
Trump in 2018, vocational education or career and technical education policy has shaped how
technical higher education institutions have prepared the workforce while considering special
populations of prospective students and their academic, social, and economic needs. This federal
legislation has enhanced the mission of the technical college by providing funding for equipment
or equipment upgrades or for costly industry certifications for faculty or students. The on-going
federal support has supported technical college’s ability to form relationships with industry
partners, secondary schools, and employers; to improve the quality of career and technical
education programs while assuring the skills being taught are aligned with labor market needs;
and to assure students are prepared for in-demand occupations in high-demand industry sectors.
Technical College versus Community College
In order to have an understanding of the mission and function of a technical college, it is
important to have an understanding of how these institutions came to being. Technical colleges
in the United States have a historical background in the junior college system. According to
Bogue (1950, p. xvii), the American Association of Junior Colleges held their second annual
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meeting in 1922 where a formal junior college definition was presented as “an institution
offering two years of instruction of strictly collegiate grade”. In 1925, this definition was revised
to include the statement:
“The junior college may, and is likely to, develop a different type of curriculum suited to
the larger and ever-changing civic, social, religious, and vocational needs of the entire
community in which the college is located. It is understood that in this case, also, the
work offered shall be a level appropriate for high school graduates” (p. xvii).
Considering the curriculum offered at a junior college, Bogue (1950, p. 22) adds general
education and vocational training should be integrated to provide the most stable progress
toward personal competence while just offering skilled training was not sufficient to qualify as a
junior college. By 1970, the term community college would be commonly used to describe a
junior college; however, other terms such as city-college, branch campus, technical institute, or
vocational, technical, and adult education center have also been used to describe a two-year
college (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014).
As of today, less-than-2-year-private for-profit and 2-year public institutions are the most
common providers of career and technical education, offering career and technical education
(CTE) certificates, diplomas, or degrees in areas such as computer science, health care,
protective services, trade and industry, and agriculture (Levesque et al, 2008). Also noted in the
research conducted by Levesque et al (2008), students seeking these career and technical
education certificates, diplomas, or degrees were more likely to be male, black, non-traditional
in age, married, and working a full-time job while attending school. These same students were
more likely to be raised by parents with lower levels of education than students seeking an
academic credential; however, there were no notable difference in the percentages of CTE
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students who were disabled as compared to the numbers of students seeking an academic
credential. As shown in figure 1, technical college students (sub baccalaureate occupational) are
more likely to be first-generation college students.

Figure 1. Comparison of First-Generation College Students Attending Sub Baccalaureate
Occupational Programs to Other Types of Credential-Seeking Programs

Adapted from U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education
Statistics, 2011–12 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS:12).

As discussed, the demographic characteristics of students entering technical colleges and
community colleges are very similar. The major differences are the student’s ultimate college
goal, the credentials held by faculty teaching at each type of institution, and the opportunities
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for engagement with faculty or other students. Unlike academic programs at a community
college ‘designed to impart knowledge and skills that represent the accumulated knowledge
base in a subject area’ (Levesque et al, 2008, p. 75) and taught by a faculty member with a
graduate degree (p.150), technical college programs provide more hands-on application and
‘less theory’ (p. 75) and are taught by faculty who ‘had less than a bachelor’s degree’ (p.150).
Upon graduation from the postsecondary institution, students enrolled in an academic program
are more likely to transfer to a four-year university (Strikwerda, 2018) compared to students in a
technical college program who are more likely to go to work (Levesque et al, 2008). Finally,
student engagement of community college students, who are considered commuter and parttime students, is impacted by the students ‘competing commitments, including work, family,
and other commitments (Harper and Quaye, Who are Commuter and Part-Time Students,
para.6, 2015). As cited by Harper and Quaye (2015) and noted by Astin (2001), commuter
college students have an increased level of stress and often lack a sense of belonging because
they fail to develop relationships with faculty, staff, and peers (Wilmes and Quade, 1986;
Jacoby, 2000). Even though technical college students are also considered commuter college
students, technical college students are able to focus on a single learning objective like Nursing
or training to be a paralegal (Davis, 2010) and are able to establish working relationships with
their instructor and other students in their program leading to a higher probability of student
engagement (Levesque et al, 2008).
Linking Student Engagement and Student Involvement
The following is the history of student engagement highlighting the educational shifts
that influenced its revolution and relevance taking into account how first-generation college
students and technical colleges have been considered through the lens of student involvement. In
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this section, a student involvement approach was used to research college’s student engagement
practices and measurements for first-generation college students attending technical colleges.
According to Reschley and Christenson (2012), student engagement is the “glue”, or
mediator, that links important contexts – home, school, peers, and community – to students and,
in turn, to outcomes of interest (p. 3). An ‘engaged’ student is likely to be a successful student
(Trowler & Trowler, 2010) and a student that is involved in their academic success (Pascarella,
2001, p.22). Harper and Quaye (2014) recognize that student engagement and student
involvement are conceptually similar; however, their research found a key qualitative difference
between involvement and engagement: it is possible for a student to be involved in a student
activity without being engaged. Other notable differences between student engagement and
student involvement offered by Harper and Quaye (2014) are the focus on student learning and
outcomes as well as the dual responsibility for engagement between the student and the
institution: simply providing services for students does not enrich the student’s educational
experiences. Even though the student’s level of engagement may vary over various student
educational experiences, student involvement and student engagement are in direct correlation to
the student’s level of achievement behavior.
As noted by Kuh (2009, p. 6), several respected higher education researchers provide the
meaning of the engagement construct has evolved over time and has been part of higher
education literature for more than seventy years (Astin, 1993; Pascarella and Terenzini, 2005;
Pace, 1980). One of the first researchers to focus on engagement was the American psychologist,
Ralph Tyler, during his work in the 1930’s to show the positive effects of time on task on
learning (Groccia, 2018, p. 11, as cited by Merwin 1969 and Kuh 2009). As cited by Groccia
(2018, p 11), Astin’s development of the theory of involvement in 1984 was attributed to Tyler’s
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research from 1949 (p 63) where he described learning through the actions of the student noting
“it is what he does that he learns, not what the teacher does” and Pace’s research beginning in the
1970’s through the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) which focused on
quality of effort. Since Pace’s research, Kuh (2009, p. 6) informs student engagement has been
researched by Tinto (1993) in terms of social and academic integration, by Chickering and
Gamson (1987) who focused on good practices in undergraduate education, by Pascarella (1985)
who concentrated on outcomes, and by Kuh et al (2005).
Reschly and Christenson (2012, p. 3) noted an early encounter with the term engagement
was provided in the work of Mosher and McGowan in 1985. Since 1985, Reschly and
Christenson (2012) found the study of engagement to be hampered by the lack of agreement on
both the number of subtypes prevalent in literature and the meaning of student engagement
(p.11). Their work also found there is differences regarding how engagement is viewed and
measured on either a single continuum or a separate continuum (p. 12-13). Some of the most
current research considers student engagement as a multi-dimensional construct (Shappie and
Debb, 2017, pp.2-3), which includes three main components: behavioral (academic and social or
extracurricular involvement), affective (affective reactions to teachers, peers, and the school),
and cognitive (investment and mental effort). For behavioral components, Buhs and Ladd (2001)
and Skinner and Belmont (1993) found student engagement improves academic success through
homework completion, attendance, and participation. For affective components, Handelsman et
al (2005) and Clark et al (2012) found student engagement considers student’s feelings about
their learning experience (interest, frustration, or boredom) and the student’s connectedness to
peers and the instructor. Finally, for cognitive components, Miller et al (2011) noted student
engagement refers to the effort students make to understand what is being taught, notably the
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student’s feelings of self-efficacy. Appleton et al (2006) found the cognitive and behavioral
components of student engagement are similar because they both focus on actions taken by the
student; however, the cognitive component differs in that it focuses on mental effort expended on
the mind. The model shown in Figure 1 is based on research conducted by Lam, Wong, Yang,
and Lui (2012) and exhibits how the three student engagement components are impacted by the
contextual and personal factors.

Figure 1. A Model Based on Research of Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012).
In regards to student engagement in a higher education environment, Zabel and Heger (2015)
found student engagement has been studied at the macro and micro levels. Skinner and Pitzer
(2012) as noted by Shappie and Debb (2017) developed a framework for understanding the
difference between the macro and micro level methods of initializing student engagement and
they provided guidelines for deciding the appropriate methods to initial student engagement
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based on the scope of the research and the purpose. A micro level approach is recommended if a
researcher’s goal is to study the relationship between student engagement and specific factors at
a course level. If a researcher is measuring student engagement comprehensively across the
student’s experience, such as all courses as a whole, a macro level approach is recommended.
These approaches are also supported by the work of Hughes and Pace (2003), Pike et al (2003),
and Willms (2000).
In addition to the numerous student engagement or student involvement studies
conducted over the last fifty years, several assessments of student engagement have been
developed to gather data to assist institutions with their student engagement measurement efforts.
Pace (1984) developed the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) in the 1970’s.
Groccia (2018) citing the work of Kuh (2009) and Pace (1984, 1990) found that Pace discovered
students gained more from their college experience when they devoted more time and energy in
educationally focused tasks like studying, interacting with their peers and teachers about
fundamental matters, and applying what they are learning to tangible situations and tasks. In
2014, under the oversight of the Indiana University Bloomington, the CSEQ ceased operations
and transitioned to the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). According to
McCormick and McClenney (2012), the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE), which
was implemented on a full national in 2000 (NSSE website, 2019), and the Community College
Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), established in 2001 (CCSSE website, 2019), were
developed to “enrich the impoverished national discourse about college quality by shifting the
conversation away from reputation, resources, and the preparation of entering students in favor
of student experiences, especially activities and behaviors empirically linked to teaching and
learning” (p.309).
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Student engagement is the measure of environmental characteristics that may differ from
one institution to another (Astin, 1993, p. 70) and are more prone to direct examination and
measurement (Astin, 1999, p 522). The institution through faculty interactions, student
organizations, and employment on campus creates these external forces or environmental
characteristics. Since these environmental characteristics differ from institution to institution
based on the institution’s policy and practices, all students entering college for the first time do
not have equal opportunities to be successful. Student involvement theory identifies the
relationship between the effectiveness of a college’s policy or practice as related to the capacity
of that policy or practice to increase student involvement (Astin, 1999, p. 529).
Student Involvement in Two-Year Colleges
To assure the overall achievement and success of the two-year college student, the
contributions of the academic affairs and the student affairs divisions of the college is essential to
student involvement (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014). Astin (1993) provides the attributes of
the campus environment a student is “exposed” to upon entering college are the characteristics of
the institution, curriculum, faculty, residence and financial aid, and student peer groups (p. 70).
Two-year colleges, otherwise known as community colleges, have been recognized for open
access to students linking comprehensiveness (Brossman & Roberts, 1973; Witt et al., 1994) of
collegiate, transfer, vocational, development, compensatory, general, and community education
(Levin & Kater, 2018) and most recently a new area of service, community economic and
workforce development (Dougherty & Bakia, 1999) on the academic side of the institution where
students are most likely to form relationships with faculty and students in the same program of
study. However, findings from previous studies have continued to inform that different types of
interaction are not equally related to academic success for two-year college students (Anaya &
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Cole, 2001; Cox & Orehovec, 2007; Lundberg, 2014) and Smith (2013) discovered that nearly
half of all students who begin their college career at a community college would depart within
three years without transferring to a university or earning a degree or certificate.
On the student affairs side of the institution, community colleges have a student services
division to support the social aspects of the college student experience and usually includes
counseling, orientation to college, student activities, student organizations, study abroad,
financial aid, and services for special populations of students including students who are disabled
or foreign-born (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014). Seeking to increase student engagement,
community colleges finance student activities such as student government, speakers, musicians,
plays and musicals, dancers, film showings, leadership programming, and publications through
student activity fees (Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker, 2014). Regardless of curriculum choice, college
students entering the doors of a two-year college are less engaged (Cohen, Brawer & Kisker,
2014) but have access to student affairs professionals committed to the whole student, who
recognize and appreciate the individual student differences and backgrounds, are committed to
student success and development, understand the power of extracurricular activities, and are
committed to providing access and opportunity (Helfgot, 2005). As noted in student involvement
theory, students are more likely to be more involved the more time they spend on campus (Astin,
1999); unfortunately, one of the main differences between a community college and a four-year
university is the availability of on-campus housing found on the university campus and where
students could find a heightened feeling of community and engagement (Cohen, Brawer, &
Kisker, 2014).
Most two-year college students have limited time and resource constraints for academics
while also attempting to accomplish numerous obligations (Wang, 2013). As Chan and Wang
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(2016) note, two-year college students usually are present on campus for only a limited amount
of time, which creates a challenge for institutions to maximize the engagement opportunities. For
the time the two-year college student is on campus, Lundberg (2014) determined that interacting
with faculty and peers had a positive influence on the student’s intellectual growth and career
preparation. Chaves (2003) adds students enrolling at a community college are less likely to be
involved in traditional campus activities due to the responsibility of working a part-time job and
are non-residential students; however, involvement may increase if students participates in an
orientation program, receive on-going academic assistance, and are exposed to a curriculum that
connects instruction to workforce skills and relevance. As several student engagement studies
have determined, the linkage between student behavior factors and college environmental factors
have a direct correlation to the college student’s level of student involvement. Finally, Smart,
Feldman, and Ethington (2006, p. 4) point out a basic understanding of student success requires
“attention to both the predispositions and behaviors of college student and the nature of campus
environments”.
Student Involvement in Two-Year Colleges with Technical Programs
Known as open access institutions offering a wide range of education options through the
1960’s, community colleges moved from only offering transfer and liberal arts programs to also
offering occupational education programs (Cohen, Brawer, and Kisker, 2014). While some twoyear college students desire to transfer to a university upon graduation, there is a population of
two-year college students who have a goal to earn a short-term credential and improve their
occupational prospects (Bragg, 2001; R.D. Cox, 2009; Pettitt, 2006; Schmeid & Abell, 2003).
According to Cox (2009), these students are more likely to have a real-world or practical
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approach to their postsecondary experience, which may influence how they engage with faculty
and peers.
According to Hirschy, et al. (2011) and Innarielli (2014), students attending technical
colleges may have the opportunity to enroll in various technical programs such as automotive
technology, cosmetology, dental assisting; to participate in a cooperative education program like
an internship; and to have the opportunity to earn a certificate or diploma in less than two years.
However, the instructional methods of the technical college student’s academic experience could
be quite different from the community college student’s academic experience. As shared by King
and Wang (2008), a technical college student enrolled in an agriculture technical education
program will experience classroom instruction, leadership activities through the Future Farmers
of America student organization, and hand-on supervised occupational experience projects.
Faculty teaching in a technical college program will use several types of teaching techniques
including lecture, group projects, field trips, demonstration, and student club activities and where
faculty in a health occupation technical college program may also use guiding instruction that
can be ‘individualized so that the students can progress at their own pace and in many cases be
able to understand the material better’ (King & Wang, 2008, p. 78). Finally, technical college
students enrolled in highly technical programs such as Robotics or Advanced Manufacturing
may perfect their technical skills through an apprenticeship or cooperative education program
where the student will have real work experience on the most current equipment available in the
particular industry (King & Wang, 2008).
Two-year colleges with technical programs may also offer involvement opportunities to
many of the same student activities available to students enrolled in liberal arts or transfer
programs of study. However, several student organizations especially designed for technical
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college students exist and are offered at many technical colleges. These include the National
Technical Honor Society (NTHS), which recognizes the outstanding academic accomplishments
of technical college students through scholarship and leadership development (NTHS website,
2019) and SkillsUSA, which recognizes the ‘partnerships of students, teacher and industry
working together to ensure America has a skilled workforce’ and provides regional, state,
national, and global technical skills competition and leadership development (SkillsUSA
website, 2019).
Nadel, Morrow, Skolitis, and Daulton (2017) determined based on research of Laanan,
Compton, and Friedel (2006) and Xu and Jaggars (2013) that technical college students are
similar to community college students in regards to the student success and barriers to success;
however, they argued that technical college students should be separated and evaluated
separately from community college students due to the need to gain a better understanding of
how student success is impacted within different programs, states, regions, or colleges . As noted
by Nadel et al. (2017), Hirschy, Bremer and Castellano (2011) found technical student
characteristics do vary from community college students in several areas: technical students are
more likely to have not graduated from high school but earned a GED; to have been a student in
a career and technical high school program, and to be considered an independent student.
Due to the federal legislative requirements of the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Act and subsequent reauthorizations, technical colleges receive a large amount of
funding for program equipment and credentials and are mandated to serve special populations
including those who are
‘chronically unemployed or underemployed, including individuals with disabilities,
individuals from economically disadvantaged families, out-of-workforce individuals,
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youth who are in, or have aged out of, the foster system, and homeless individuals’ (Carl
D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act, Section 3, (8), pg. 3).
Considering the student populations served by the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical
Education Act, it has been noted in this literature review that technical college students are more
likely to be first-generation college students and could be a majority of the students served by the
Carl D. Perkins Act funding.
First-Generation College Students
According to Tate et al (2015) as noted by Gibbons, Rhinehart and Hardin (2019, p. 488489), first-generation college students (FGCS) are first in their family to pursue postsecondary
education, they lack sufficient information about the career development process, and they
benefit from student support programs designed to assist students as they move towards their
career goal. Representing about one quarter of all traditional age students in the United States
(Horn & Nunez, 2000), FGCS’s arrive at college campuses with unique needs and strengths
(Gibbons, Rhinehart & Hardin, 2019, p. 489). Nunez & Cucaro-Alamin (1998) note FGCS’s are
more likely to be students of color, tend to be from lower income families, and have higher
attrition rates from college. Nunez & Cucaro-Alamin (1998) also noted FGCS’s are more likely
to enroll in a two-year college due to cost and lack of finances. According to Eagen et al. (2016),
the population of FGCS’s has experienced the largest decline in the financial resources provided
through the student’s family members in the past fifteen years.
Terenzini, Springer, Yaeger, Pascarella, and Nora (1996) found what is known about
first-generation college students falls into three categories: pre-college expectations, planning,
and their college choice process; the transition between high school or work and college; the
effects of their college experiences on persistence during college compared to non-first43

generation college students. Based on these three areas, their research determined FGCS’s take
longer to complete their academic programs, be less involved in college activities, work more
hours off-campus, be less likely to attend cultural events, be more likely to perceive their
instructor was not concerned with their development, and more likely to receive encouragement
from friends instead of family in regards to their continued enrollment. As a result of their
research, Terenzini et al (1996) recommend providing more opportunities for on-campus
employment and more enriching academic advising for the FGCS.
Using a two-year longitudinal study, Pascarella et al (2003) examined the experiences
and outcomes of FGCS’s attending five community colleges. The study sought to first estimate
the net differences between first-generation and other college students in their academic and
nonacademic experience in college and second to estimate the net differences between firstgeneration students and their peers after two years of college in select cognitive, psychosocial,
and status attainment outcomes. Their findings showed students whose parents had a moderate
level of post-secondary education had greater two year gains in openness to diversity, but firstgeneration student had a modest net advantage in writing skills and exhibited greater gains in
academic success and educational degree plans. The researchers noted that because community
colleges offer a less threatening and more accommodating environment, FGCS’s tend to thrive
and compensate for any social or educational deficits that they bring to campus.
Glazman (2008) examined social mobility as a motivation for FGCS at a technical
college in Northwest Wisconsin to reach their educational attainment goal. Seeking to
understand data that could be helpful to technical college administrators when designing
programs and processes for future FGCS success and retention, the study collected data
regarding student’s feelings, viewpoints, reflections, experiences, struggles, and thoughts about
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completing their post-secondary education. Their study identified barriers such as lack of support
from parents to attend college, lack of financial support, lack of support networks, and lack of
role models leading to a higher probability of FGCS inability to complete their program of study.
Through a qualitative analysis and using social cognitive career theory, Gibbons,
Rhinehart, and Harding (2019) explored the perceived barriers and support related to college
adjustment for FGCS at a large public university in the southeastern United States. Their
recommendations based on their finding include having the student prepare early for their
transition to college, providing support in adjusting to personal change and academic rigor,
navigating barriers, and using supports or resources.
Student Involvement of First-Generation College Students in Two-Year Colleges
Smith (2013) found that the most meaningful role of a community college is in providing
first-generation college students with access to college. Unfortunately, first-generation college
students are more likely to depart from higher education without a credential or degree (Quinn,
Cornelius-White, & Uribe-Zarain, 2019). This departure may be due to difficulty with academic
adjustment and inability to shift from high school to college expectations (Gibbons, Rhinehart, &
Hardin, 2016) and a lack of understanding of how to become engaged on campus or the
importance of integrating on campus (Dumais, 2002; Pike & Kuh, 2005, Saenz et al., 2007).
Many first-generation college students struggle with their parent’s misunderstanding of why they
need to spend increasing amounts of time on campus and to be involved in activities that are not
directly required for the classes the student is enrolled (Harper & Quaye, 2015, chapter 18,
family orientation). To facilitate the first-generation college student’s need to be involved in
college activities, many colleges offer support programs like the Department of Education’s
TRIO Student Success program (Hirschy et al, 2011).
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Student Involvement of FGCS in Technical Programs at Two-Year Colleges
A systematic search of relevant studies was conducted for the past twenty years. The
search started with first-generation college student attending two-year technical colleges. One
method was used to search for additional studies. Keywords were entered into ten electronic
databases and Internet search engines. The keywords entered were (career and technical
education or occupational education or two-year technical college or vocational education) and
(student engagement) and (student involvement) and (first-generation college student). No
relevant studies were located. When the study considered theory and all literature types given for
university and community college students, there was an inability to locate specific references to
student involvement of the first-generation college student enrolled in a technical program at a
two-year college.
Summary
As discovered in this literature review, the first-generation college student can be
commonly described as male, low-income, foreign-born, married, having time constraints, not
academically prepared for college, and more likely to attend a two-year community or technical
college. What wasnot found in the review of literature is research as it relates to the firstgeneration college student’s ability to adapt to the technical college environment through a
student engagement factor such as student involvement or through relationships with faculty,
peers, or mentors outside of the campus. Connecting the research of Pascarella and Terenzini
(2005), they concluded after a review of thousands of studies of college student learning and
development that the impact of college is mainly positive for all students, the largest effects are
conditional, and some groups of students may benefit more than their peers from particular
college experiences. Other studies conducted by Kuh (2001, 2003) found student engagement is
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an indicator of college student success. Cohen, Brawer, and Kisker (2014) also found the
contributions of both the academic affairs and student affairs divisions at a two-year college can
assure the overall achievement and success of the two-year college student.
Since less-than-2-year private for-profit and 2-year public institutions are the most
common providers of career and technical education (Levesque et al, 2008) and more firstgeneration college students attend sub baccalaureate occupational programs than academic
programs (National Postsecondary Student Aid Study, NCES, 2018), the research garnered in
this study contributes to how student educational outcomes can be improved at technical colleges
in regards to programs, processes, and practices implemented at two-year technical colleges
serving first-generation college students. These improved programs, processes, and practices can
lead to greater student success for this special population of students as defined in federal career
and technical education policy.
Considering previous student engagement research at the university and community
college levels and looking at factors the college can actually control, this study explored the
theory by examining the factors impacting student engagement for first-generation students
attending two-year or less than two-year technical colleges and the student’s ability to adapt to
the technical college environment. Relating the tenets of Astin’s Student Involvement Theory
and Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory in a conceptual framework, the first-generation college
student’s ability to adapt in a technical college environment through involvement and
relationships as supported by the academic, social, and economic themes in career and technical
education federal policy will be explored. Considering the emphasis on involvement and
relationships in engagement, these theories work together to reflect the first-generation college
student’s ability to adapt when engaging in the technical college environment, especially when
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the student encounters unexpected challenges or stresses. Adding to the research and to how
these theories support student’s ability to adapt to their new learning environment at a secondary
school, community college, or university, this conceptual framework and literature review sought
to seal the gaps in literature and theory as each pertains to student engagement of the firstgeneration college student in a technical college environment.
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Chapter Three
Methodology
In order to more effectively focus resources on the specific areas that have the greatest
influence on the student’s ability to adapt to the technical college environment, the purpose of
this study was to compare the factors that impact student engagement for students who are firstgeneration or not first generation and those students attending a traditional community college
versus a technical college. Seeking to increase student retention and completion rates at the
technical college for first-generation college students, the results of this study sought to provide
useful data for technical college administrators, faculty, staff, and students as well as federal
policymakers, can lead to effective academic and student success programming, and assist
institutions with their accreditation requirements. In turn, more students will graduate from
technical colleges and fill in demand technical workforce positions.
For this study, student engagement and student involvement were used interchangeably.
In both instances, a student’s behavior is influenced to create an outcome. Student engagement
was defined as ‘participation in educationally effective practices, both inside and outside the
classroom, which leads to a range of measurable outcomes’ (Quaye and Harper, 2015,
Understanding the Nature and Importance of Engagement, chap 1, para. 1). Student engagement
factors included student’s involvement in campus activities, the student’s self-competency
beliefs, the student’s perception of his or her family’s support for college attendance, the
student’s perception of his or her faculty member’s support for learning, the student’s motivation
for attending school, the student’s achievement goals, and the student’s sense of belonging. In
this chapter, the research design of this study was explained. Similarly, this study defined student
involvement based on Astin’s Student Involvement Theory as the behavioral forces that

49

influence a student’s learning and personal development (1999). Specifically, the chapter
included the following components: a) an overview of the research design, b) a description of the
survey instrument that was used to gather the data, c) a description of the sample that was used
for the analysis, d) a description of the dependent variable and the independent variables, and e)
an overview of the statistical procedures that were conducted.
This work attempted to move the larger body of research on examining factors impacting
first-generation college student engagement for students attending a technical college. This
empirical investigation of student involvement theory and social capital theory provided
important insights into connecting the first-generation college student responses to their attitudes,
beliefs, and perceptions about how each engages in college and to their ability to adapt to the
technical college environment. Understanding the factors that influence first-generation college
student engagement contributes to a broader knowledge based around recruitment of technical
college students and development of effective career development programs.
The research questions driving this study are as follows:
1. Does the technical college student’s college involvement on campus differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
2. Does the technical college student’s perception of family support differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
3. Does the technical college student’s self-competence beliefs differ by students’
college generation status and institution type?
4. Does the technical college student’s perception of their academic relationship
with a faculty member differ by students’ college generation status and institution
type?
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5. Does the technical college student’s motivation for attending school differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
6. Does the technical college student’s sense of belonging differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
Research Design
This study used a quantitative, non-experimental correlational design with a crosssectional survey to examine the perceived college involvement, academic preparedness, family
support, motivation to attend school, and faculty support items on the Tennessee Board of
Regents (TBR) Getting to Know Our Students survey (see Appendix) to determine which
influences student’s overall ability to engage in the technical college environment. McMillian
(2016) describes a cross-sectional survey as one that a researcher would use to study a
“phenomenon as it occurs at one time” (p.228). The correlational design was appropriate for this
study based on Creswell’s (2012) explanation of correlational research that suggests this type of
research is used when one seeks “to relate two or more variables to see if they influence each
other” (p. 338). To state another way, in this type of study, “the researchers do not attempt to
control or manipulate the variables as in an experience; instead they relate, using the correlation
statistic, two or more” (Creswell, 2012, p. 338).
Procedures
The TBR Office of Student Success launched the survey in the fall of 2018 targeting first
term students at all community colleges and technical college in the state of Tennessee. For the
TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey, the principal investigator was located at the
Tennessee Board of Regents office and contacted each college president by e-mail at the
beginning of each fall term inviting his or her first term students to participate. The college
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president would in turn e-mail each first time student and request his or her participation in the
survey. The president’s e-mail would contain a link to the survey and would be forwarded to
each student during the third week of the semester or trimester. Presidents were encouraged to
ask faculty and staff to remind student to take the survey or arrange class time to take the survey.
Students were given three weeks to complete the survey. The sample was not randomly selected.
Participation in the survey was voluntary, resulting in a convenience sample and the possibility
that students from all forty Tennessee community and technical colleges may not have
participated.
The reason this survey was conducted in the first term is due to reasons supported by the
research of Gibbons, Rhinehart, & Hardin (2016), which found that students have difficulty with
academic adjustment and a lack of ability to shift from high school to college. For the TBR
Getting to Know Our Students survey, the principal investigator was located at the Tennessee
Board of Regents office and contacted each college president by e-mail at the beginning of each
fall term inviting his or her first term students to participate. The college president would in turn
e-mail each first time student and request his or her participation in the survey. The president’s email would contain a link to the survey and would be forwarded to each student during the third
week of the semester or trimester. Presidents were encouraged to ask faculty and staff to remind
student to take the survey or arrange class time to take the survey. Students were given three
weeks to complete the survey. The sample was not randomly selected. Participation in the survey
was voluntary, resulting in a convenience sample and the possibility that students from all forty
Tennessee community and technical colleges may not have participated. This study includes data
from students from both community and technical colleges from the survey conducted in 2018.
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Internal Review Board. Approval and an IRB-waiver was obtained from the University
of Memphis Institutional Review Board for the use of human participants in this study. Due to
the secondary nature of the data used for the study, permission from the Tennessee Board of
Regents Student Success office and completion of the TBR data sharing and security agreement
was also completed.
Participants
The participants in this study were students in their first semester or trimester at a
Tennessee community or technical college during the fall of 2018. Of the approximately 30,000
first-time freshmen at thirteen Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) community colleges or
twenty-seven technical colleges, a total of 2,030 technical college students and a total of 4,391
community college students completed the survey in the first three weeks of their first term. Of
those students participating in the survey, seventy-one percent identified as first-generation
college students and twenty-nine percent identified as continuing generation students.
The Instrument
The TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey, which was developed by the Tennessee
Board of Regents Office of Student Success as a collaborative project with partner University of
Virginia Arlington, was selected as the survey instrument for this study. In review, the TBR
Getting to Know Our Students survey was chosen because it specifically gathered student
perception data from first-generation college students during their first term of enrollment and it
asked students questions about their involvement in academic and social activities as well as
about their relationships with faculty. Astin’s Student Involvement Theory (1999) and
Bourdieu’s Social Capital Theory (1996) provide the conceptual framework of this study;
therefore, the TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey was an appropriate tool by which to
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obtain student involvement data for first-generation college students data. The TBR Getting to
Know Our Students survey gathered data on a statewide level for three years, of which two years
of data was available for analysis. The data for this research came from the second year of the
study.
Background of the instrument. With an emphasis on student academic mindset, the
TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey was developed initially by the University of Virginia
Arlington and implemented by the Tennessee Board of Regents Office of Student Success.
Seeking to understand ‘the multiple factors frequently referred to in the literature as
“noncognitive” which may play a role in student success’ (The TBR Academic Mindset, 2015,
p.1), the TBR Office of Student Success launched the survey in the fall of 2018 targeting first
term students at community colleges and technical colleges in the state of Tennessee. Based on
the work of Pasceralla and Terenzini (2005), the foundation of the survey (The TBR Academic
Mindset, 2015, p.1) centered on ‘a student’s total level of campus engagement, particularly when
academic, interpersonal and extracurricular involvements are mutually reinforcing provides the
greatest impact towards student’s retention, matriculation and completion’ (p. 647). The factors
considered in the survey were belonging and inclusion, cognitive factors, and student
performance feedback. First, belonging and inclusion were included because there may be a
negative impact on student engagement and success if the student has an uncertainty about
belonging and feeling genuinely included in the new college environment (Walton & Cohen,
2007; Walton & Cohen, 2011). Second, cognitive factors were considered because long-term
educational outcomes, such as high school graduation, college environment, and college
graduation, and life outcomes like wages, health, longevity, and civic participation are related to
grades (Consortium on Chicago School Research, 2014). Finally, student feedback was
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important to consider as a factor in this survey because when a teacher, peer, or parent provides
constructive criticism regarding a student’s performance has been shown to positively impact
student outcomes (Hattie & Timberly, 2011).
Reliability and validity of the instrument. Reliability of the scores from the instrument
was yet to be established due to the early nature of the instruments use. According to McMillian
(2016), to establish reliability, the researcher could perform a stability estimate where the survey
was administered to one group of individuals, wait a specified amount of time, and then readminister the same instrument. For this study, there was not a successful process to accomplish
a stability estimate. To establish validity, McMillian (2016) provided evidence based on content
will
demonstrate the extent to which the sample of items or questions in the instrument is
representative of some appropriate definition, universe or domain of content, tasks, or
hypothetical construct such as motivation or attitude…having experts examine the
contents of an instrument and indicate the degree to which the items measure
predetermined descriptions, criteria, or objectives” (p. 156).
In this case, the experts were the principal researchers located in the Office of Student Success at
the Tennessee Board of Regents who examined the survey and judged the extent to which the
questions were adequate and representative for measuring student mindset during his or her first
term in college. These principal researchers based their decision on the fact that each construct of
the survey was based on previous peer-reviewed research, had been used before, and had gone
through validity and reliability analysis. Upon analysis of the previously used scales, the
researcher discovered the use of incomplete scales and determined those scales would not
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provide similar results for this study. As a result, some scales and the constructs related to those
scales were determined to not be valid for this study.
Variables
This section discusses the dependent and independent variables that were used to carry
out this study. The reasons for their inclusion are explained below.
Dependent Measures. The influence of being a first-generation college student attending
a technical college has on college involvement, student’s perception of family support, selfcompetence, student’s perception of the academic relationship, student’s motivation for attending
school, student’s achievement goals, or the student’s sense of belonging are what this study
intended to measure and were selected as the dependent variables. Table 1 contains the
dependent variables.
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Table 1.
Dependent Variables
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers

College Involvement

Stx_bel_ci1

I am very involved in
groups and/or
activities at this
college/university

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_ci2

I don’t get very
involved on campus;
I’m just here to take
classes

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_ap1

I sometimes feel like
other students on
campus have stronger
academic skills than
me.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_ap2

I feel more
academically
prepared than other
students at this
college university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree6 Strongly
Agree

Stx_famsup1

My family thinks that
it is important for me
to get a college
education.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_famsup2

My family doesn’t
understand why I
want to go to college.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree

Self-Competence
Beliefs (Academic
Preparedness

Family Support for
College Attendance

Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Student Perception of
Faculty Support for
Learning

Stx_famsup3

My family questions
whether a college
education is valuable.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_famsup4

My family strongly
supports me in my
desire to go to
college.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_perfac3

The instructors at my
college/university
seem to believe that
students either “have
it” or they don’t

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_perfac9

My instructors do not
let people give up
when the work gets
hard.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_perfac12

My instructors have
several good ways to
explain topics that we
cover in classes.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_perfact13

My instructors
demonstrate how
what we are learning
is useful.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers
6 Strongly Agree

Motivation for
Attending School
(Academic
Motivation)

Motivation for
Attending School
(Social Motivation)

Stx_perfac14

My instructors
explain how what we
are learning may be
important

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_perfac15

My instructors
explain how course
assignments may be
important.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_ind4

Learn more about my
interests.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_fil2

Prepare for my future
career.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_new7

Make new friends

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_interd2

Show that people
with my background
can do well.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Motivation for
Attending School
(Economic
Motivation)

Motivation for
Attending School
(Help Motives)

Stx_new8

Establish social
networks

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_help1

Help my family out
after I’m done with
college.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_help3

Provide a better life
for my children.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_new9

Make a lot of money.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_help1

Help my family out
after I’m done with
college.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Motivation for
Attending School
(Independent
Motives)

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers

Stx_help2

Give back to my
community.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_help3

Provide a better life
for my own children.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_ind1

Explore new interests. 1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_ind2

Expand my
understanding of the
world.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_ind3

Become an
independent thinker.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_ind4

Learn more about my
interests.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Motivation for
Attending School
(Interdependent
Motives)

Sense of Belonging

Belonging
Uncertainty

Stx_interd1

Be a role model for
people in my
community.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_interd2

Show that people
with by background
can do well.

1 Not at all important
2 no label given
3 no label given
4 no label given
5 no label given
6 no label given
7 Very important

Stx_bel1

I belong at this
college/university

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel2

I feel like this
college/university is a
good fit for me.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_bu1

When something bad
happens, I feel that
maybe I don’t belong
a college.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

College Identity

Perceived
Competence

Stx_bel_bu2

Sometimes I feel that
I belong at college,
and sometimes I feel
that I don’t belong at
college.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_ap1

Being a student at this
college/university is
an important part of
my identity.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_bel_id2

I am very proud to be
a student at this
college/university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_pcomp1

I will be able to
achieve most of the
goals that I have set
for myself.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_pcomp2

When facing difficult
tasks, I am certain
that I will accomplish
them.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_pcomp3

In general, I think I
can obtain outcomes

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
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Table 1. (Continued)
Construct

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers

that are important to
me.

4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_pcomp4
I believe I can
succeed at most any
endeavor to which I
set my mind.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I am confident that I
can perform
effectively on many
different tasks.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Stx_pcomp6

Stx_pcomp7
Compared to other
people, I can do most
tasks very well.

Stx_pcomp8
Even when things are
tough, I can perform
quite well.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Independent Measures. There were two questions on the TBR Getting to Know Our
Students survey that indicated first-generation college student and the type of institution the
student attends. Table 2 lists the survey questions and the related characteristics of the
independent variables.
Table 2.
Independent Variables: First-Generation College Student and Institution Type

Related
Question
What is the
HIGHEST
Level of
education
completion
by the
following
family
members?

Variable Code

Variable Description

Possible Answers

D_FG_PG_BA

Coded as CG is at least one
parent/guardian/other parent
has a bachelor’s degree or
higher

0-Continuing-gen (CG)

Type of institution

10 TN TCAT (Technical
sch)
20 TN 2-year college
30 TN 4-year college

What type
D_type
of institution
are you
currently
attending?

1 First-generation (FG)

Data Analysis Procedures
This section describes the data analysis procedures of this study, beginning with the data
cleaning and preparation, the testing of assumptions, and finally a description of how the
statistical analysis will be conducted.
Preparing the data. The collection of data was conducted through the TBR Getting to
Know Our Students survey, implemented by the Tennessee Board of Regents Student Success

office (TBR, Office of Academic Affairs, 2019) in 2018. Permission to use the survey data was
obtained through the Tennessee Board of Regents Office of Student Success. Once the IRB
waiver was granted from the University of Memphis Institutional Review Board, a request to
access the specific data needed for this study was forwarded to the Tennessee Board of Regents
Assistant Vice Chancellor for Data Strategy. Due to the large participant pool, this source of data
met the requirement for a successful research study. Student confidentiality was maintained by
assuring all names and student identification numbers were removed from the data set.
Data Analysis. All statistical procedures of two-way ANOVA were conducted using
IBM SPSS (2009) statistical program via the University of Memphis UMapps portal. Urdan
(2016) provides the reason a researcher would use two-way ANOVA is “when you have one
continuous dependent variable and two or more categorical independent variables” (p.133). The
two categorical variables were college generation status (first generation and non-first
generation) and institutional type (community college and technical college). For each dependent
variable, a separate ANOVA was conducted. Upon review of the full data set, it was determined
there was missing data for each outcome (16.1% to 19.8%). Hence, a multiple imputation
procedure using SPSS was needed. It was assumed the data was missing due to the respondent’s
ability to answer only those survey questions of the student’s choice. The number of imputations
chosen was five.
Urdan (2016) informs the researcher that statistical significance “refers to the likelihood,
or probability, that a statistic derived from a sample represents some genuine phenomenon in the
population from which the sample was selected” (p. 74). All data analysis for this study was
conducted at the .05 level of significance. The dependent variable should be approximately
normally distributed for each combination of the groups of the two independent variables. Using
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Levene’s statistic, testing for the homogeneity of variances indicated if the variances are equal or
not equal and if the assumption has been met.
Given the difference in sample sizes across the four groups created by the two variables
(first generation, community college; first generation, technical college; continuing generation,
community college; continuing generation, technical college), it was discovered during the data
analysis that Levene’s test was significant. However, this is not an unexpected discovery but
should not be an ignored violation of the assumption as it may lead to bias in the study results. In
seeking a solution to this issue, it was important to seek a technique for handling this violation of
the assumption in generalized linear models such as an ANOVA. Hayes and Cai (2007) suggest
researchers have indicated that the HC3 variant or estimator of heteroskadasticity-consistent
(HC) standard errors, or robust standard errors, is preferred for linear modeling and is easily
implemented in SPSS. This technique uses the robust standard errors to calculate the standard
errors for inference tests in order to take into account the violation of the assumption.
Additionally, instead of using an F-test based on the mean square error as the denominator, this
technique uses the robust standard error as the denominator for the significance tests for the
model parameters (interaction effect and main effects).
Finally, it was important to note the effect size for each independent variable. This was
accomplished by reviewing the partial eta-squared column for each independent variable on the
test of between subject effects table. Eta-squared is the percentage of variance in the dependent
variable that was explained by another variable (independent, covariate, or interaction) after
controlling for the effects of all of the other variables in the model (Urdan, 2016).
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Summary
Chapter Three emphasized the purpose of the study and repeated the research questions.
Both the research design and the specific research technique were examined in detail. The TBR
Getting to Know Our Students survey was the survey instrument selected for this study and was
reviewed, as well as the data collection process, which included obtaining a statewide dataset of
pre-existing data. The population and sample for the study were then discussed in detail. The
dependent variables for the study were described, as well as the independent variables included
in each two-way ANOVA. The results of the data analysis are examined in the following
chapter.
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Chapter Four
Results
In an effort to compare the factors that impact student engagement, the purpose of this
quantitative study is to explore differences in technical students’ college involvement, perception
of family support, academic preparedness, perceived competence, perception of faculty, reasons
for attending college, and sense of belonging by type of school (2-year, TCAT) and generation
status (first generation, continuing generation).
In this chapter, descriptive statistics regarding the study sample and the study variables
will first be presented. Thereafter, the results relating to each research question will be
summarized. Finally, a summary of all results will be provided.
Descriptive Statistics
Respondents of the TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey were first semester
students attending either a technical college or community college in the fall of 2018. Upon
review of the full data set, there was missing data for each outcome (16.1% to 19.8%). Hence, a
multiple imputation procedure using SPSS was needed. It was assumed the data was missing due
to the respondent’s ability to answer only those survey questions of the student’s choice. The
number of imputations was five.
The means and standard deviations for the raw data and the pooled imputation data are
provided in Table 3. The minimum and maximum survey responses for each construct are also
provided.
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Table 3.
Raw Data and Pooled Imputation Means for Dependent Variables by School and Student Type
Overall sample

TCAT

2year

First Gen

Continuing Gen

SD

mean

SD

mean

SD

4.16

0.56

4.17

0.57

4.19

0.57

1.11

5.82

1.07

5.79

1.08

5.84

1.08

5.70

1.14

5.64

1.19

5.49

1.23

5.72

1.15

1.21

5.79

1.16

5.71

1.24

5.55

1.27

5.81

1.19

6.39

0.87

6.38

0.92

6.40

0.85

6.36

0.88

6.40

0.86

7

5.06

1.42

5.17

1.40

5.01

1.42

5.07

1.45

5.05

1.40

1

7

5.92

1.11

6.02

1.03

5.88

1.13

5.77

1.17

5.98

1.07

Belonging: Sense of Belonging

1

6

4.76

0.96

4.95

0.88

4.68

0.98

4.57

1.04

4.83

0.92

Belonging: Belonging Uncertainty

1

6

3.14

1.35

2.96

1.31

3.21

1.36

3.13

1.31

3.15

1.36

Belonging: College Identity

1

6

4.54

1.04

4.63

1.06

4.51

1.04

4.30

1.11

4.64

1.00

Academic Preparedness

1

6

3.27

1.07

3.49

1.06

3.19

1.06

3.43

1.08

3.21

1.06

College Involvement

1

6

2.72

1.21

3.11

1.28

2.56

1.15

2.70

1.19

2.73

1.22

Family Support

1

6

5.16

0.92

5.08

0.89

5.19

0.93

5.29

0.84

5.11

0.95

Faculty Mindset

1

6

4.48

0.61

4.56

0.65

4.45

0.59

4.44

0.64

4.50

0.59

Perceived Competence

1

5

4.09

-

4.17

-

4.06

-

4.08

-

4.09

-

Reason for Attending: Independent

1

7

5.64

-

5.73

-

5.61

-

5.61

-

5.66

-

Reason for Attending: Interdependent

1

7

5.44

-

5.57

-

5.39

-

5.29

-

5.50

-

Reason for Attending: Help

1

7

5.53

-

5.67

-

5.48

-

5.35

-

5.60

-

Reason for Attending: Academic

1

7

6.22

-

6.27

-

6.20

-

6.19

-

6.23

-

Reason for Attending: Social

1

7

4.89

-

5.06

-

4.83

-

4.91

-

4.88

-

Reason for Attending: Economic

1

7

5.73

-

5.90

-

5.67

-

5.59

-

5.79

-

Belonging: Sense of Belonging

1

6

4.63

-

4.86

-

4.54

-

4.45

-

4.70

-

Belonging: Belonging Uncertainty

1

6

3.22

-

3.04

-

3.29

-

3.21

-

3.23

-

Belonging: College Identity

1

6

4.43

-

4.57

-

4.38

-

4.20

-

4.52

-

Data
Type

Constructs

min

max

mean

SD

mean

SD

mean

Raw

Perceived Competence

1

5

4.19

0.57

4.24

0.60

Reason for Attending: Independent

1

7

5.83

1.08

5.84

Reason for Attending: Interdependent

1

7

5.65

1.18

Reason for Attending: Help

1

7

5.73

Reason for Attending: Academic

1

7

Reason for Attending: Social

1

Reason for Attending: Economic

Pooled

Table 3. (Continued)

Data
Type

Overall sample

TCAT

2year

First Gen

Continuing Gen

Constructs

min

max

mean

SD

mean

SD

mean

SD

mean

SD

mean

SD

Academic Preparedness

1

6

3.28

-

3.47

-

3.20

-

3.42

-

3.22

-

College Involvement

1

6

2.76

-

3.12

-

2.63

-

2.75

-

2.77

-

Family Support

1

6

4.99

-

4.97

-

5.00

-

5.10

-

4.95

-

Faculty Mindset

1

6

4.34

-

4.42

-

4.32

-

4.30

-

4.36

-
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ANOVA Results
The following are the two-way ANOVA results for each research question.
RQ1 -College Involvement. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effects on belonging: campus involvement. The Levene’s test
showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3, 5437)=14.002, p=.000) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 4.
In the pooled results, generation status and the interaction effect were not statistically
significant (p=.377 and .088, respectively). The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the
main effect of school types was significant, t(5437)=13.197, p<.001. The effect size ranged from
.025 to .027 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately 2.5 to 2.7% of the
variance in the belonging: campus involvement scores was explained by school type. College
Involvement scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean = 3.1189) than two-year
college students (pooled mean = 2.6349).

Table 4.
ANOVA Results for College Involvement Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

df

School Type
(TCAT)
158.936 1,5437
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 1.011
1,5437
School Type
*
Generation
3.252
1,5437
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

.000

.028

.587

13.433

.000

.032

.315

.000

.032

.806

.420

.000

.071
-

.001
-

-.147

-1.742

.082

.001
.025 .027

-

-

-

-

-

-

.518

13.197

.000

.033

.886

.377

.000 .000

-.129

-1.706

.088

.000 .001

-

-

Note: n = 6752 students with imputed data; n = 5441 for raw data

RQ2 - Perception of Family Support. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main
effects of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
continuing generation) and their interaction effects on family support. The Levene’s test showed
that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5413)=9.571, p=.000) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 5.
In the pooled results, school type and the interaction effect were not statistically
significant (p=.962 and .052, respectively). The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the
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main effect of generation status was significant, t(5413), p<.001. The effect size ranged from
.006 to .007 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately .6 to .7% of the
variance in the family support scores was explained by generation status. Family support scores
were higher for first-generation college students (pooled mean = 5.1046) than continuing
generation college students (pooled mean = 4.9461).
Table 5.
ANOVA Results for Family Support Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
18.835
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 21.384
School Type
*
Generation
4.902
-

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5413

.000

.003

-.067

-2.078

.038

.001

1,5413

.000

.004

.215

7.045

.000

.009

1,5413
-

.027
-

.001
-

-.139

-2.309

.021

.001

.001

.048

.962

.000 .001

.185

6.322

.000

df

School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

-

-

-

-

-

.006 .007

.000 .001
-.111

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5417 for raw data
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-1.941

.052

RQ3 – Self Competence Beliefs
The study measured two variables related to the self-competence beliefs: students’
evaluation of their academic preparedness and perceived competence.
Academic Preparedness. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main
effects of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
continuing generation) and their interaction effects on belonging: academic preparedness. The
Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were equal, F(3, 5447)=.645, p=.586).
Significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results for raw and pooled
imputation data are presented in Table 6. In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not
statistically significant (p=.686).
The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was
significant, t(5447)=8.045, p<.001 and the main effect of generation status was significant,
t(5447)=5.865, p<.001. The effect size ranged from .009 to .011 across the 5 imputed datasets,
indicating that approximately .9 and 1.1% of the variance in the belonging: academic
preparedness scores was explained by school type. The effect size ranged from .005 to .007
across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately .5 to .7% of the variance in the
belonging: academic preparedness scores was explained by generation status. Belonging:
academic preparedness scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean = 3.4738) than twoyear college students (pooled mean = 3.2027). Belonging: academic preparedness scores were
higher for first-generation college students (pooled mean = 3.4176) than continuing generation
college students (pooled mean = 3.2174).
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Table 6.
ANOVA Results for Academic Preparedness Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
78.599
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 45.072
School Type
*
Generation
.125
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5447

.000

.014

.307

8.377

.000

.013

1,5447

.000

.008

.229

6.213

.000

.007

1,5447
-

.723
-

.000
-

.026

.348

.728

.000

df

.009 .011
-

-

-

-

-

-

.274

8.045

.000

.206

5.865

.000

.005 .007

.000 .000
.027

.405

.686

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5451 for raw data

Perceived Competence. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main
effects of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
continuing generation) and their interaction effects on perceived competence. The Levene’s test
showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5661)=4.867, p=0.002) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 7.
In the pooled results, generation status and the interaction effect were not statistically
significant (p=.337 and .499, respectively). The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the
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main effect of school type was significant, t(5661)=4.867, p<.001. The effect size ranged from
.003 to .005 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately .3 to .5% of the
variance in the perceived competence scores was explained by school type. Perceived
competence scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean = 4.1669) than two-year
students (pooled mean=4.0604).
Table 7.
ANOVA Results for Perceived Competence Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
21.935
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 0.168
School Type
*
Generation
1.592
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
X
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,
5661

0.000

0.004

0.065

3.186

0.001

0.002

1,
5661

0.682

0.000

-0.032

-1.636

0.102

0.000

1,
5661
-

0.207
-

0.000
-

0.048
.099

1.244
4.867

0.214
.000

0.000
.003.005

df

-

-

-

-

-.019

-.967

.337

.000 .000

-

-

-

-

.027

.678

.499

.000 .000

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5665 for raw data

RQ4 - Perception of Faculty. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects
of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
continuing generation) and their interaction effect on perception of faculty. The Levene’s test
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showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5661)=7.696, p=.000) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 8.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not statistically significant (p=.085). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was significant,
t(5661)=6.912, p<.001, and the main effect of generation status was significant, t(5661)=-2.209,
p<.050. The effect size ranged from .007 to .007 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately .7% of the variance in the perception of faculty scores was explained by school
type. In addition, the effect size ranged from .001 to .001 across the 5 imputed datasets,
indicating that approximately .1% of the variance in the perception of faculty scores was
explained by generation status. Perception of faculty scores were higher for TCAT college
students (pooled mean = 4.4245) than two-year college students (pooled mean = 4.3151).
Perception of faculty scores were higher for continuing generation college students (pooled mean
= 4.3621) than first-generation college students (pooled mean = 4.3007).
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Table 8.
ANOVA Results for Perception of Faculty Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Pairwise,
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

Partial
Etasquared

1,5661

.000

.004

.125

5.942

.000

.006

1,5661

.001

.002

-.037

-1.786

.074

.001

1,5661
-

.104
-

.000
-

-.065

-1.497

.134

.000

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
21.470
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 12.088
School Type
*
Generation
2.640
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

df

-

-

-

-

-

-

.124

6.912

.000

.007 .007

-.041

-2.209

.029

.001 .001

-.063

-1.727

.085

.000 .001

-

-

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5665 for raw data

RQ5 – Reason for Attending College
The study measured multiple reasons related to why students attend college, including
academic, economic, help, independent, interdependent, and social motives.
Academic Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interactions effects on reason for attending college (academic) The
Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5661)=6.157, p=.000)
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likely due to the difference in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors
were used. Results for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 9.
In the pooled results, school type, generation status, and the interaction effect were not
statistically significant (p=.082, p=.101, and p=.359, respectively).
Table 9.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Academic Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
.026
Generation
Status
(Continuing) .830
School Type
*
Generation
1.882
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5661

.873

.000

-.044

-1.433

.152

.000

1,5661

.362

.000

-.066

-2.213

.027

.001

1,5661
-

.170
-

.000
-

.079

1.342

.180

.000

df

.000 .001
.052
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

1.738

.082
.000 .001

-.050

-1.647

.101
.000 .000

.054

.917

.359

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5665 for raw data

Economic Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effects on reason for attending college (economic). The
Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5604)=10.041,
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p=.000) likely due to difference in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard
errors were used. Results for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 10.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not statistically significant (p=.358). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was significant,
t(5604)=5.791, p<.001, and the main effect of generation status was significant, t(5604)=5.313,
p<.001. The effect size ranged from .005 to .006 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately .5 to .6% of the variance in the reason for attending college (economic) scores
was explained by school type. The effect size from .004 to .005 across the 5 imputed datasets,
indicating that approximately .4 to .5% of the variance in the reason for attending college
(economic) scores was explain by generation status. Reason for attending college (economic)
scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean = 5.9005) than two-year college students
(pooled mean = 5.6662). In addition, reason for attending college (economic) scores were higher
for continuing generation college students (pooled mean = 5.7856) than first-generation college
students (pooled mean = 5.5888).
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Table 10.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Economic Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
16.385
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 24.729
School Type
*
Generation
1.893
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5604

.000

.003

.098

2.752

.006

.001

1,5604

.000

.004

-.234

-5.810

.000

.006

1,5604
-

.169
-

.000
-

.101

1.376

.169

.000

df

.005 .006
-

-

-

-

-

-

.208

5.791

.000

-.203

5.313

.000

.004 .005

.000 .000
.067

.920

.358

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5608 for raw data

Helping Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effect on reason for attending college (helping motives). The
Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3,5604)=5.558, p=.001)
likely due to differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were
used. Results for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 11.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not statistically significant (p=.696). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type and generation status
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were significant, t(5604)=4.299, p<.001 and t(5604)=5.789, p<.001, respectively. The effect size
for school type ranged from .003 to .004 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately .3 to .4% of the variance in the reason for attending college (helping motives) was
explained by school type. The effect size for generation status ranged from .005 to .006 across
the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately .5 to .6% of the variance in the reason for
attending college (helping motives) was explained by generation status. Reason for attending
college (helping motives) scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean = 5.6688) than
two-year college students (pooled mean = 5.4782). Reason for attending college (helping
motives) scores were higher for continuing generation college students (pooled mean = 5.5999)
than first-generation college students (pooled mean = 5.3546).
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Table 11.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Helping Motives Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
4.466
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 35.655
School Type
*
Generation
.621
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5604

.035

.001

.054

1.345

.179

.000

1,5604

.000

.006

-.273

-6.277

.000

.007

1,5604
-

.431
-

.000
-

.064

.787

.431

.000

df

.003 .004
-

-

-

-

-

-

.171

4.299

.000

-.245

5.789

.000

.005 .006

.000 .000
.031

.391

.696

Note: n = 6752 student for imputed data; n = 5608 for raw data

Independent Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects
of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
continuing generation) and their interaction effects on reason for attending college (independent).
The Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were equal, F(3, 5605)=1.648,
p=0.176), indicating no violation of the assumption of homogeneity of variance.
Significance tests with robust standard errors were use. Results for raw and pooled
imputation data are presented in Table 12. In the pooled results, generations status and the
interaction effect were not statistically significant (p=.337 and .499, respectively).
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The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was
significant, t(5605)=3.035, p<.001. The effect size ranged from .001 to .002 across the 5 imputed
datasets, indicating that approximately .1 to .2% of the variance in the reason for attending
college (independent) scores was explained by school type. Reason for attending college
(independent) scores were higher for TCAT students (pooled mean=5.7293) than two-year
students (pooled mean=5.6121).
Table 12.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Independent Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
.550
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 1.916
School Type
*
Generation
.037
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
X
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5605

.458

.000

.20

.038

.599

.000

1,5605

.166

.000

-.057

.037

.122

.000

1,5605
-

.847
-

.000
-

.014

.074

.850

.000

df

.001 .002
.116
-

-

-

-

-

.000
.000 –
.000

-.044
-

3.035

-1.187

.337
.000 –
.000

-

-.002

-.022

.499

Note: n =6752 students for imputed data; n = 5609 for raw data

Interdependent Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main
effects of school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and
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continuing generation) and their interaction effects on reason for attending college
(interdependent). The Levene’s test showed that the variances of the groups were not equal,
F(3,5604)=5.327, p=001) likely due to differences in groups size. Hence, significance tests with
robust standard errors were used. Results for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in
Table 13.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not statistically significant (p=.714). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effects of school type and generation type
were significant, t(5604)=4.167, p<.000 and t(5604)=5.351,p<.000, respectively. The effect size
for school type ranged from .002 to .003 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately .2 to .3% of the variance in the reason for attending college (interdependent)
scores was explained by school type. The effect size for generation status ranged from .004 to
.005, indicating that approximately .4 to .5% of the variance in the reason for attending college
(interdependent) scores was explained by generation status. Reason for attending college
(interdependent) scores were higher for TCAT college students (pooled mean = 5.5687) than two
year students (pooled mean = 5.3949). Reason for attending college (interdependent) scores were
higher for continuing generation students (pooled mean = 5.5028) than first-generation students
(pooled mean = 5.2896).
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Table 13.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Interdependent Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
4.216
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 40.443
School Type
*
Generation
.927
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5604

.080

.001

.036

.941

.347

.000

1,5604

.000

.005

-.245

-5.838

.000

.006

1,5604
-

.412
-

.000
-

.064

.806

.420

.000

df

.002 .003
.157
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

4.167

.000
.004 .005

-.213

5.351

.000
.000 .000

.028

.367

.714

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5608 for raw data

Social Reasons. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effects on reason for attending college (social). The Levene’s
test showed that the variances of the groups were equal, F(3,5588)=1.991, p=113.
Significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results for raw and pooled
imputation data are presented in Table 14. In the pooled results, generation status and the
interaction effect were not statistically significant (p=.236 and .580, respectively).
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The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was
significant, t(5588)=5.644, p<.001. The effect size ranged from .005 to .005 across the 5 imputed
datasets, indicating that approximately .5% of the variance in the reason for attending college
(social) was explained by school type. Reason for attending college (social) scores were higher
TCAT students (pooled mean = 5.0614) than two-year college students (pooled mean = 4.8256).
Table 14.
ANOVA Results for Reason for Attending College: Social Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
9.526
Generation
Status
(Continuing) .168
School Type
*
Generation
.209
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5588

.002

.002

.168

3.521

.000

.002

1,5588

.682

.000

.041

.829

.407

.000

1,5588
-

.648
-

.000
-

-.043

-.447

.655

.000

df

.005 .005
.251
-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

5.644

.000
.000 .000

.052

1.185

.236
.000 .000

-.050

-.553

.580

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5592 for raw data

RQ6 – Sense of Belonging
The study measured multiple areas related to students’ sense of belonging, including
uncertainty, college identity, and sense of belonging.
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Uncertainty. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of school
type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effect on belonging: uncertainty. The Levene’s test showed that
the variances of the groups were not equal, F(3, 5431) = 5.267, p=.001) likely due to differences
in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results for raw
and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 15.
In the pooled results, generation status and the interaction effect were not statistically
significant (p=.271 and .155, respectively). The robust standard errors t-test indicated that the
main effect of school type was significant, t(5431)=-6.484), p<.001. The effect size ranged from
.006 to .007 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that approximately .6 to .7% of the
variance in the belonging: uncertainty scores was explained by school type. Belonging:
Uncertainty scores were higher for two-year college students (pooled mean = 3.2908) than
TCAT college students (pooled mean = 3.0399).
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Table 15.
ANOVA Results for Belonging: Uncertainty Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
23.774
Generation
Status
(Continuing) .007
School Type
*
Generation
1.567
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5431

.000

.004

-.282

-6.039

.000

.007

1,5431

.935

.000

-.061

-1.321

.187

.000

1,5431
-

.211
-

.000
-

.115

1.283

.200

.000

df

.006 .007
-

-

-

-

-

-

-.284

-6.484

.000

-.053

-1.117

.271

.000 .001

.000 .001
.119

1.427

.155

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5435 for raw data

College Identity. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effects of belonging: college identity. The Levene’s test showed
that the variances of the groups were not equal, F(5661)=14.536, p=.000) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled data are presented in Table 16.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect was not statistically significant (p=.762). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was significant
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t(5661)=5.127, p<.001, and the main effect of generation status was significant t(5661)=-8.311,
p<.001. The effect size ranged from .004 to .005 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately .4 to .5% of the variance in the belonging: college identity scores was explained
by school type. The effect size ranged from .013 to .016 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating
that approximately 1.3 to 1.6% of the variance in the belonging: college identity scores was
explained by generation status. Belonging: College Identity scores were higher for TCAT
students (pooled mean = 4.5680) than two-year college students (pooled mean = 4.3797). In
addition, Belonging: College Identity scores were higher for continuing generation students
(pooled mean = 4.5217) than first-generation college students (pooled mean = 4.204).
Table 16.
ANOVA Results for Belonging: College Identity Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
12.343
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 88.087
School Type
*
Generation
.885
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5661

.000

.002

.088

2.551

.011

.001

1,5661

.000

.015

-.353

-9.668

.000

.016

1,5661
-

.347
-

.000
-

.064

.878

.380

.000

df

.004 .005
-

-

-

-

-

-

.168

5.127

.000

-.315

-8.311

.000

.013 .016

.000 .000
.021

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5665 for raw data
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.303

.762

Sense of Belonging. A two-way ANOVA was conducted to compare the main effects of
school type (TCAT and two-year college) and generation status (first generation and continuing
generation) and their interaction effects on belonging: sense of belonging. The Levene’s test
showed that the variance of the groups were not equal, F(3, 5469)=30.188, p=.000) likely due to
differences in group size. Hence, significance tests with robust standard errors were used. Results
for raw and pooled imputation data are presented in Table 17.
In the pooled results, the interaction effect is not statistically significant (p=.174). The
robust standard errors t-test indicated that the main effect of school type was significant,
t(5469)=9.058, p<.001, and the main effect of generation status was significant, t(5469)=-6.797,
p<.001. The effect size ranged from .013 to .015 across the 5 imputed datasets, indicating that
approximately 1.3 to 1.5% of the variance in the belonging: sense of belonging scores was
explained by school type. In addition, the effect size ranged from .010 to .012 across the 5
imputed datasets, indicating that approximately 1.0 to 1.2% of the variance in the belonging:
sense of belonging scores was explained by generation status. Belonging: Sense of Belonging
scores were higher for TCAT college students (pooled mean=4.8567) than two-year college
students (pooled mean = 4.5423). Belonging: Sense of Belonging scores were higher for
continuing generation college students (pooled mean = 4.6998) than first-generation college
students (pooled mean = 4.4453).
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Table 17.
ANOVA Results for Belonging: Sense of Belonging Scores
ANOVA F test

Data Type
Raw Data

Pooled
Multiple
Imputation
Results

Variable

F Test
Stat

School Type
(TCAT)
78.421
Generation
Status
(Continuing) 45.123
School Type
*
Generation
4.685
School Type
(TCAT)
Generation
Status
(Continuing)
School Type
x
Generation
Status
Interaction

p-value

Partial
Etasquared

Parameter Estimates with Robust Std
Errors
Partial
t Test
B
p-value
EtaStat
squared

1,5469

.000

.014

.217

7.026

.000

.009

1,5469

.000

.008

-.288

-8.018

.000

.012

1,5469
-

.030
-

.001
-

.140

2.189

.029

.001

df

.013 .015
-

-

-

-

-

-

.279

9.058

.000

-.263

-6.797

.000

.010 .012

.000 .001
.089

Note: n = 6752 students for imputed data; n = 5473 for raw data
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1.368

.174

Summary of Results
A summary for all research questions is provided in Table 16. It should be noted that
there were no statistical significant results for the interaction of school type and generation
status. The finding of no statistical significant results for the interaction may be due to the
reliability and validity of the data, the methodology used, the variables used, the sampling, or the
data analysis. It should also be noted that for reason for attending college: academic there were
no statistical significance for either independent variable. For any of these variables, a finding of
no statistical significance does not mean that there is no beneficial information to be gleaned
from the data analysis, but it may mean the result is not attributed to chance. In other words, the
strength of the relationship not observed in the sample results would more than likely not be
observed in the population this sample purports to represent. Understanding this knowledge, a
finding of statistical significance may be probable with different sample sizes and different
variables.
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Table 18.
Summary of ANOVA Results
Question
RQ1
RQ2
RQ3

RQ4
RQ5

RQ6

Construct
College
Involvement
Family Support
Academic
Preparedness
Perceived
Competence
Perception of
Faculty
Academic
Economic
Help
Independent
Interdependent
Social
Belonging
Uncertainty
College Identity
Sense of
Belonging

School Type
TCAT higher

Generation Status
-

TCAT higher

First Generation higher
First Generation higher

TCAT higher

-

TCAT higher

Continuing Generation higher

TCAT higher
TCAT higher
TCAT higher
TCAT higher
TCAT higher
2 year higher

Continuing Generation higher
Continuing Generation higher
Continuing Generation higher
-

TCAT higher
TCAT higher

Continuing Generation higher
Continuing Generation higher

Conclusion
The data collected in this chapter used the TBR Getting to Know Our Students survey in
the fall of 2018. The statistical analysis performed for the research questions and the results of
the statistical tests included narratives and tables. Finally, the results of the study indicated that
there were no statistically significance among the interactions of school type and generation
status. However, statistical results did indicate a difference in the constructs for either school
type or generation status across all constructs except one. In the next and final chapter, a
discussion of these differences, how these difference relate to the conceptual model, limitations
of the study, and suggestions for future research will be provided.
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Chapter Five
Discussion
In order to compare factors that impact student engagement for first-generation and nonfirst-generation students and those students attending a community college or a technical college,
the results of this study will assist technical college administrators in the design of academic and
student success programs leading to higher retention rates. This study used existing survey data
from a state-wide data collection project to compare the factors that impact student engagement
for students who are first-generation or not first-generation and those students attending a
traditional community college versus a technical college. These factors include student’s
involvement in campus activities, the student’s self-competency beliefs, the student’s perception
of his or her family’s support for college attendance, the student’s perception of his or her faculty
member’s support for learning, the student’s motivation for attending school, and students’ sense
of belonging. The specific questions addressed in this study were:
1. Does the technical college student’s college involvement on campus differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
2. Does the technical college student’s perception of family support differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
3. Does the technical college student’s’ self-competence beliefs differ by students’
college generation status and institution type?
4. Does the technical college student’s perception of their academic relationship
with a faculty member differ by students’ college generation status and institution
type?
5. Does the technical college student’s motivation for attending school differ by
students’ college generation status and institution type?
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6. Does the technical college student’s sense of belonging differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
Using a quantitative, non-experimental correlational design with a cross-sectional survey, data
was gathered using the Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) Getting to Know our Students survey
from Tennessee community college (two-year) and technical college (TCAT) students in the fall
of 2018. The findings suggest that there is a very slight difference in the factors that impact
student engagement of first-generation or continuing generation students attending either a twoyear or technical college based on the small effect sizes of the main effects in the data analysis.
The small effect sizes, although statistically significant, do not provide practical or actionable
differences and may mean that the students in this study may not need different interventions. In
addition, the conceptual model for this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) is referenced
under each research question, and it should be noted that only those measures related to the
constructs in this study will be stated. Finally, this chapter will address the research questions,
provide implications for higher education, and offer directions for future research.
Research Question 1
Does the technical college student’s college involvement on campus differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
Students attending a technical college were more likely to state they were very involved
in student organizations, or they do not get involved on campus because they were only going to
college to take classes. For this research question, there was not a difference in the level of
college involvement between first-generation and continuing generation students.
For those technical students who stated they were very involved in student organizations,
these findings are consistent with research by Chaves (2003) who found that involvement may
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increase if students participate in an orientation program or are exposed to a curriculum that
connects instruction to workforce skills and relevance, or the research by Groccia (2018) citing
the work of Kuh (2009) and Pace (1984, 1990) who found that Pace discovered students gained
more from their college experience when they devoted more time and energy in educationalfocused tasks like studying, interacting with their peers and teachers about fundamental matters,
and applying what they are learning to tangible situations and tasks. This aligns with Astin’s
(1999) Student Involvement Theory which considers the amount and quality of physical and
psychological energy that the student devotes to their college experience. Due to the likelihood
that a student spends more time on campus due to their enrollment in a hands-on technical
program, Astin (1999) found students are more likely to be involved the more time they spend on
campus. These findings are consistent with the conceptual model proposed in this study by Lam,
Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows involvement in school activities aligns with behavioral
engagement in school.
Although these findings found no difference between first-generation and continuing
generation students, there are several areas in which they differ based on the findings of Davis
(2010) who found that first-generation college students may be more likely to be engaged in
extracurricular activities on a smaller college campus than on a four-year university campus
because the student is more likely to have the knowledge about student events and organizations.
For those first-generation college students who stated they do not get involved on campus
because they were only going to college to take classes, these findings are consistent with
previous research by Cohen, Brawer, & Kisker (2014) whom found that college students entering
the doors of a two-year college are less engaged. Terenzini, Springer, Yaegar, Pascarella, and
Nora (1996) who found that first-generation college students are less involved in college
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activities. Harper and Quaye (2015) found that many first-generation college students struggle
with their parent’s misunderstanding of why they need to be involved in activities that are not
directly required for the classes in which the student is enrolled. Finally, Engle (2007) found that
first-generation college students may have lower levels of student involvement due to their lack
of confidence when they first arrive on a college campus.
Research Question 2
Does the technical college student’s perception of family support differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
First-generation students were more likely to state that their family believes that it is
important to get a college education, that family does not understand why he or she wants to go
to college, that their family questions whether a college education is valuable, or that their family
supports his or her desire to go to college. For this research question, there was not a difference
in the likelihood a technical college or a two-year college student would state there is a
difference in their perception of family support.
These findings are broadly in line with those of researchers such as Terenzini, Springer,
Yaegar, Pascarella, and Nora (1996) who found that first-generation college students are more
likely to receive encouragement from friends instead of family in regards to their continued
enrollment. In addition, the findings are supported by the research of Glazman (2008) who
identified lack of support from parents to attend college as a factor leading to the first-generation
college student’s higher probability of the inability to complete his or her program of study,
while Harper and Quaye (2015) found that many first-generation college students struggle with
their parent’s misunderstanding of why they need to spend increasing amounts of time on
campus. These findings are consistent with the conceptual model proposed in this study by Lam,
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Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows parent support as a social relatedness context under
contextual factors related to student engagement.
Although the findings did not find a difference between the perception of family support
for two-year and technical college students, Chen & Carroll (2005) found that first-generation
college students were more likely to enroll in a technical program and less likely to have a parent
with a four-year degree or advanced degree. Gofen (2009) determined students from workingclass families who are the first to attend college and lack social capital resources that enable
them to be successful at a college because they do not acquire these resources from their parents.
Finally, Levesque et al (2008) established that students seeking career and technical education
credentials were more likely to be raised by parents with lower levels of education, which may
explain the reasons why parents did not support the student’s desire to go to college.
Research Question 3
Does the technical college student’s self-competence beliefs differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
This research question considers the student’s academic preparedness and perceived competence
responses for determining the difference in the student’s self-competence beliefs.
Academic Preparedness. First-generation students attending a technical college were
more likely to agree that they sometimes feel like other students on campus have stronger
academic skills than he or she does. In addition, first-generation students may feel more
academically prepared than other students at the college.
The findings are consistent with the previous research of Davis (2010) who found the
first-generation college student experience is less intense at a community college or at a smaller
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professional school than at a four-year university due to the greater possibility the student will be
in class with more first-generation college students, the less likely the experience will feel like a
traditional college experience, and the possibility the student will be able to focus on a single
workforce training area. These findings are also consistent with the findings of Quinn, CorneliusWhite, & Uribe-Zarain (2019) who found that first-generation college students understand that
they are more likely to be underprepared and will required more academic remediation, and as
cited by Gibbons, Rhinehart, & Hardin (2016) will have a harder time shifting from the academic
rigors of high school to college expectations. Considering the unexperienced path from high
school to college may explain why the findings of this study found that first-generation technical
college students stated they feel other students on campus may or may not have stronger
academic skills when compared to their own academic skills. This is also consistent with the
findings of Warburtin, Bugarin, and Nunez (2001) who found that first-generation college
students took less rigorous coursework in high school, were less likely to have completed
advanced mathematics courses, and were less likely to have taken a college entrance
examination, which leads one to believe the student had decided to pursue a technical credential
where their academic performance in high school would not be considered for college entrance
purposes.
Perceived competence. Technical college students were more likely to state that he or
she would be able to achieve most of the goals he or she has set for themselves, that he or she
can succeed at most any endeavor to which he or she sets their mind, and that compared to other
people, technical college students believe he or she can do most tasks well, even when things are
tough. The study did not find a difference in the perceived competence for first-generation and
continuing generation students.
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Although the study did not find a difference the perceived competence between firstgeneration and continuing generation students, Engle’s (2007) research found that firstgeneration college students experience a lack of confidence when he or she arrives on a college
campus, which may impact the first-generation college student’s ability to adapt to the new
college academic environment. However, Zhang & Oymak’s (2018) research found that firstgeneration college students were more likely to complete sub baccalaureate occupational
programs, but also have a lower rate of persistence and attainment.
Comparing the perceived competence of the technical and two-year college student, Kuh
(1993, 1995) found that student engagement outcomes are directly related the student’s practical
competence and skills transferability. This may explain the technical college student’s ability to
be more academically successful in a college environment where the student can directly relate
what he or she is learning to their future career. For both types of students, Hunt (2003) suggests
that Astin’s Student Involvement Theory explains the important role a student plays in
determining his or her level of involvement in various educational activities.
The finding for academic preparedness and perceived competence are consistent with the
conceptual model proposed in this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows selfefficacy and goal orientations as personal factors leading to student engagement.
Research Question 4
Does the technical college student’s perception of their academic relationship with a faculty
member differ by students’ college generation status and institution type?
Continuing generation technical college students were more likely to agree that faculty
seem to believe that students either have the ability to be successful or they do not have the
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ability to be successful, that faculty do not let students give up when the work gets hard, that
faculty have good ways to explain topics that are covered in class, that instructors demonstrate
how what he or she is learning is useful and important, and that faculty explain how course
assignments may be important.
Linking Astin’s (1999) Student Involvement Theory to the role program curriculum and
the instructor’s investment of energy play to bring about the student’s desired learning and
development (p.522), these findings are consistent with the previous research of Stone and
Alfeld (2004) who found students enrolled in technical training programs are more likely to have
an enriched relationship with his or her instructor because of the immersive learning
environment focused on applying coursework in practical and relevant projects. To support this
finding, Cox (2009) found that two-year college students in a technical program may be more
likely to engage with faculty and peers due to the real-world or practical approach the student
takes to their postsecondary experience. Lundberg’s (2014) research found that interacting with
faculty had a positive influence on the student’s intellectual growth and career preparation.
Finally, King and Wang (2008) found that technical college programs use guiding instruction
that can be ‘individualized so that the student can progress at their own pace and in many cases
be able to understand the material better’ (p. 78). These findings are consistent with the
conceptual model proposed in this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows
teacher support as a social relatedness context under contextual factors leading to student
engagement in school.
The findings for continuing generation students were more likely to state he or she
believes their faculty member supported their success, which correlates with the findings of
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Terenzini, Springer, Yaegar, Pascarella, and Nora (1996), who found that first-generation college
students are more likely to perceive their instructor was not concerned with their development.
Research Question 5
Does the technical college student’s motivation for attending school differ by students’ college
generation status and institution type?
This research question considers the level of importance student’s place on their
academic, economic, helping, independent, interdependent, and social motives for attending
school.
Academic Motives. The analysis did not find a difference for either two-year or technical
college students and first-generation or continuing generation college students. Students were
equally likely to answer they placed an importance or did not place an importance learning more
about his or her interest and to prepare for his or her future career.
While this study did not find a difference in the student or institutional types, it should be
noted the impact that academic motives play in the technical and two-year college student’s
motives for attending college. Astin’s (1999) Student Involvement Theory tenets are directly tied
to the amount and quality of physical and psychological energy a student will dedicate to their
academic experience. Astin (1999) also found that the more time a student spends on his
academic activities, the more the student will learn. This finding can be directly related to the
amount of time a technical college student spends on a hands-on project or a two-year college
student spends on course requirements. Moreover, Astin’s (1999) theory addresses the time
constraints of a first-generation college student and a student attending a less than four-year
college. These time constraints are directly related to family, friends, employment, and social
activities and impact the time the student devotes to educational development (Astin, 1999).
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The other theory in the conceptual framework of this study compares the impact that
social capital plays on the student’s academic motives. Guifrida (2006), Stanton-Salazar (2011),
and Tinto (1993) found that the tenets of Bourdieu’s (1986) Social Capital Theory play an
important role in the student’s academic attainment and success. Appleton, Christenson, and
Furlong (2008) as found that student engagement and academic performance were strong
predictors for achievement.
Comparing the academic motives for first-generation college students to continuing
generation students, Davis (2010) discovered that first-generation college students lack the
knowledge to make important decisions about their academic program, which may explain why
more first-generation college students choose a technical or two-year college where according to
Davis (2010) the student has a great possibility of attending class with more first-generation
college students. However, this is not consistent with the findings of Quinn, Cornelius-White,
and Uribe-Zarain (2019) citing the work of Byrd & MacDonald (2005) and the work of
Neumeister & Rinker (2006) who found that first-generation college students come to college
focused on their career aspirations. Finally, this finding relates to the definition of special needs
that includes academically at-risk youth found in federal career and technical education
legislation.
Economic Motives. Continuing generation students attending a technical college were
more likely to place an importance on attending college in order to help their family out after he
or she completes college, to provide a better life for their children, and to make a lot of money.
These findings are not consistent with the research of Nunez & Cucaro-Alamin (1998) who
found first-generation students enroll at a two-year college due to cost and lack of finances;
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however, these findings may not have considered the link between lack of finances and the need
to improve the student’s earning potential.
Helping Motives. Continuing generation students attending a technical college were
more likely to place an importance on attending college to help his or her family out after they
were done with college, to give back to one’s community, and to provide a better life their own
children. Unlike continuing generation students, this finding is consistent with the research of
Zhang & Oymak (2018) who found that first-generation college students were more likely to
complete sub baccalaureate occupational programs and have a lower rate of persistence and
attainment.
Independent Motives. Technical college students were more likely to place an
importance on attending college to explore new interests, to expand understanding of the world,
to become an independent thinker, and to learn more about his or her interests. The analysis did
not find a difference between the level of importance a first-generation and a continuing
generation student placed on his or her independent motives for attending school. These findings
are consistent with the research of Brand, Valent, & Browning (2013) who found that students
enrolling in technical training programs are seeking useful and in demand workforce skills such
as critical thinking, collaboration, problem solving, innovation, teamwork, and communication.
These skills have been identified in research as some of the most sought after for today’s
workforce.
Interdependent Motives. Continuing generation students attending a technical college
were more likely to place an importance on attending college to be a role model for people in his
or her community, to show that people with their background can do well, to help their family
out after he or she completes college, to give back to one’s community, and to provide a better
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life for their own children. These findings are consistent with the research of Stone and Alfeld
(2004) who found that student motives and engagement increases when the student is meeting
their own career goals in a learning environment with a concrete structure that supports an
emphasis on training in a single area. Finally, Levesque et al (2008) found that students in a
technical program are more likely to go to work.
Social motives. Technical college students were more likely to place an importance on
attending college to make new friends, to show that people with his or her background can do
well, and to establish social networks. The analysis did not find a difference between the level of
importance a first-generation and continuing generation student placed on his or her social
motives for attending school. This finding is consistent with the research of Reschely and
Christenson (2012) who found that student engagement is the “glue”, or mediator, that links
important contexts – home, school, peers, and community – to students and in turn, to outcomes
of interest (p.3). Soria and Stebleton (2013, p. 103) stated that social capital “influences the
social and economic well-being of individuals who belong in groups” (Bourdieu, 1983;
Coleman, 1988), leads to student success when a college student is part of an established social
network (Parks, 2000; Strange, 2001), and has been used in retention and persistence student
success research studies (Smith, 2007; Tierney & Venegas, 2006).
All findings provided under this research question are consistent with the conceptual
model proposed in this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows goal orientations
as motivational beliefs under personal factors that impact student engagement in school.
Research Question 6
Does the technical college students’ sense of belonging differ by students’ college generation
status and institution type?
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This research question considers the student’s belonging uncertainty, college identity, and
sense of belonging responses for determining the difference in the student’s sense of belonging.
Belonging Uncertainty. Students attending a two-year college were more likely to agree
that when something bad happens, he or she may feel that maybe they do not belong at college.
Additionally, the two-year college students stated sometimes they feel that they belong at college
and sometimes he or she may feel that they do not belong at college. The analysis did not find a
difference in the level of agreement for belonging uncertainty for first-generation students
compared to continuing generation students. This is consistent with the research cited by Harper
and Quaye (2015) and noted by Astin (2001) that found two-year or less college students are
more likely to be commuters and part-time students and have increased levels of stress which
leads to a lack of a sense of belonging because they fail to develop relationships with faculty,
staff, and peers (Wilmes and Quade, 1986; Jacoby, 2000). According to previous studies, Anaya
& Cole (2001), Cox & Orehovec (2007), Lundberg (2014), and Smith (2013) discovered that all
faculty and student interactions are not equally related to academic success for two-year college
students and that nearly half of all students who begin their college career at a community
college would depart within three years without transferring to a university or earning a degree
or certificate. Finally, Harper and Quaye (2014) found that students can be involved in a student
activity without being engaged and that simply providing services for students does not enrich
the student’s educational experiences.
College Identity. Continuing generation students attending a technical college were more
likely to agree that being a student at their chosen college is an important part of his or her
identity, and that he or she is very proud to be a student at his or her chosen college. This finding
is consistent with the research of Davis (2010), who found that even though technical college
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students are also considered commuter college students, technical college students are able to
focus on a single learning objective like Nursing or training to be a paralegal and are able to
establish working relationships with their instructor and other students in their program, leading
to a higher probability of student engagement (Levesque et al, 2008).
Sense of Belonging. Continuing generation students attending a technical college were
more likely to agree that he or she belongs at their chosen college and that he or she feel like
their chosen college is a good fit. My finding is at odds with the findings of Pascarella et al’s
(2003) study of experiences and outcomes of first-generation college students attending a twoyear college which found that first-generation college students tend to thrive and compensate for
any social or educational deficits that they bring to campus because the two-year college offers a
less threatening and more accommodating environment.
All findings of this research question are consistent with the conceptual model proposed
in this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) that shows aggression to peers and from peers
as well as teachers, and peer support under social relatedness contexts as contextual factors
impacting student engagement in school.
What do these findings mean?
Overall, the findings of this study mean factors impacting student engagement are no
different for first-generation and continuing generation or technical and two-year college
students as evidenced by the small effect sizes in the data analysis. However, there are several
takeaways worth noting.
1. Based on the findings and previous research, the study offers suggestive evidence for the
positive connection a technical student makes with his or her faculty member due to the
nature of the curriculum, the opportunities for college involvement, and the teaching
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structure leading technical students to be more engaged and less likely to leave college
when an issue arises.
2. Based on the findings and previous research, the study proposes the need to develop
college events that involve the first-generation student’s family in order for the family to
gain a greater understanding of the college environment supporting the goals of the
student.
3. The study provides suggestive evidence of the technical college students’ affirming belief
of one’s success in his or her chosen program of study and career aspirations.
4. The study also provides evidence that continuing and first-generation students’ motives
for attending school are very similar and all center around improving the student’s life
and the lives of his or her family for the future.
5. Regardless of generation type or institution type, the student may experience a level of
uncertainty which supports the need to connect the student to the college as early as
possible in order to increase the student’s likelihood of staying in college.
Implications for Higher Education
In previous research, Bragg (2013) suggests concerns that policy makers and educators
may not possess a level of understanding in regards to the numbers of students of color, low
socioeconomic status, who are disabled, have immigrant status, and other underserved student
populations like first-generation students who enroll in technical education programs. These
students representing diverse demographic backgrounds and experiences are seeking credentials
in workforce areas seen as inequities in society leading to inequities in education and future
employment.
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Considering implications for higher education and more specifically technical higher
education which is directly connected to Perkins federal policy:
a. colleges may consider using Perkins funding to bolster the faculty and student
relationship;
b. colleges may consider using Perkins funding to develop student success programs
for underrepresented populations, specifically first-generation students, in
technical programs;
c. colleges may consider using Perkins funding to develop college outreach
programs that target the student’s parents and siblings.
Higher education administrators directly responsible for technical education programs may work
with national legislators to continue the goals of the federal Perkins V Act, also known as
Strengthening Career and Technical Education for the 21st Century Act. The goals of the act are
designed to better support CTE programs from high school to college, leading to increased levels
of student success (Jobs for the Future, 2018, p. 1) and will create career pathways for adults
from lower socioeconomic populations and lower literacy levels (Cielinski, 2019). In addition,
based on the findings in this study:
a. legislation may be considered to add language to the Perkins Act that addresses local and
national technical education marketing campaigns;
b. legislation may be considered to fund technical instructor training programs to increase
the pipeline of effective technical instructors.
Technical higher education leaders collaborating with government leaders to positively impact
the factors that impact student engagement of the first-generation technical college student will
most definitely impact the workforce of the future.
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Finally, the results of this study can enhance the broad definition of student engagement
by providing evidence of what technical college students need to be engaged, more specifically
in the classroom and outside of campus. As found in this study, technical college students thrive
due to the increased levels of faculty engagement and opportunities to participate in collegesponsored activities. Due to these positive relationships, the engagement levels of the technical
college student leads to success in his or her training and to employment in the workforce.
Limitations of the Study
First and foremost, there was a challenge to locate studies or literature regarding technical
college students or technical college student engagement specifically. Although there have been
numerous publications about student engagement or the first-generation college student, it was
also difficult to find a specific definition for each. In addition, there were three other areas
identified: (1) selection bias; (2) secondary data limitations; and (3) survey data limitations.
Selection bias. A threat to the internal and external validity of this study is the selfselection of participants for this study. There is a possibility that the data does not represent a
selection of students from all forty Tennessee community and technical colleges. It was strictly
up to the student to choose to participate in the survey making the process a self-selection
process. As stated by Creswell (2012), ‘“people factors’ may introduce threats that influence the
outcome” (p. 304). With a self-selection process, students who may be more comfortable logging
into their e-mail accounts or more motivated to stay informed are the only students who
participated in the survey, which may have an effect on the results.
Secondary data limitations. Considering the fact the use of secondary data for this study
provided an ample source of data, it also provided a particular set of limitations. The statewide
dataset obtained for this study came from the Tennessee Board of Regents Office of Student

112

Success, which has only been collecting this specific data for three years. This was also a survey
instrument developed by the Tennessee Board of Regents Office of Student Success working
collaboratively with the University of Virginia Arlington Mindset team and the researcher was
not able to develop survey items.
Survey data limitations. There are several survey data limitations. The first was the
survey did not collect demographic information from each participant. The demographic
information would have included gender, age, and ethnicity and would have added a more indepth analysis of the data when comparing the institutional types and the generational types. The
second survey data limitation dealt with the measuring of attitudes and beliefs. Kuh (2003)
states, “some outcomes of interest cannot be measured by achievement tests, such as attitudes
and values or gains in social and practical competence” (p.3), thus self-reporting is necessary.
Kuh (2003) and Griffin (2011) warn that self-reported data is more likely to be inspected for fear
that the data are not valid or trustworthy. Finally, the third survey data limitation centered around
the student’s responses. Kuh (2003) and Griffin (2011) suggest a condition called the “halo
effect” (p.3) may be present, which is when a student may enhance responses that are linked to
grades or accomplishments.
Directions for Future Research
Housed in the Center for the Study of Higher Education at the University of Memphis,
the Community College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CCSEQ) has been used nationally
to examine community college student’s quality of effort and to assess institutional effectiveness
in the areas of program planning and accreditation requirements (University of Memphis
website, 2021). Designed by Robert Pace in the early 1970’s (Indiana University website, 2021)
as the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (CSEQ) with a focus on college students, the
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survey was transfered to the University of Memphis after Pace’s retirement from the University
of California Los Angeles. The first direction for future research includes implementing the
CCSEQ at technical colleges, specifically those who participated in the survey used in this study.
Since both surveys analyze the student’s quality of effort, it would be compelling to compare the
results of both surveys at different points in the student’s technical college career.
Furthermore, as noted in the findings under each research question, the conceptual model
proposed by for this study by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012) also included several
engagement measures not included in this study such as affective and cognitive engagement.
Future research into the affective and cognitive engagement levels of first-generation technical
college students is vital and should be gathered to support the development of student success
and retention strategies. It is also important to recommend that future research include a robust
pre and post survey of first-generation college students in their first college semester to see
which programs and which type of institution may have made the most difference in retaining
the student. Finally, an avenue of future study would be to focus on how the different student
engagement constructs in this study impact student engagement and the retention of the firstgeneration and continuing generation student at the conclusion of the student’s first year in
college.
Conclusion
This study explored the factors that impact student engagement of the first-generation
technical college student by comparing the factors that impact the student engagement of the
continuing generation and the two-year college student. Framed by Astin’s (1999) Student
Involvement Theory and Bourdieu’s (1986) Social Capital Theory, and using a quantitative, nonexperimental correlational design with a cross-sectional survey, this study examined several
constructs from the conceptual model proposed by Lam, Wong, Yang, and Lui (2012). The
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constructs consisted of the student’s perceived college involvement, academic preparedness,
competence, family support, faculty support, motivations to attend school, and sense of
belonging.
Following the data analysis, several considerations for student success or retention
strategies emerged: (1) the positive connection a technical student makes with his or her faculty
member due to the nature of the curriculum, the opportunities for college involvement, and the
teaching structure leading technical students to be more engaged and less likely to leave college
when an issue arises; (2) the need to develop college events that involve the first-generation
student’s family in order for the family to gain a greater understanding of the college
environment supporting the goals of the student; (3) the technical college student’s affirming
belief of one’s success in his or her chosen program of study and career aspirations; (4) the
continuing and first-generation students’ motives for attending school are very similar and all
center around improving the students’ life and the lives of their family for the future; and (5)
regardless of generation type or institution type, the college student may experience a level of
uncertainty which supports the need to connect the student to the college as early as possible in
order to increase the student’s likelihood of staying in college.
Overall, the findings did not indicate a practical significance in the need to design
different student success or retention strategies for the different generation types of college
students from the two different types of institutions and such strategies are likely to provide the
same results at either institution type. Additionally, this study echoed the need to support both
the first-generation and the continuing generation college student as well as the faculty and staff
working every day to assure these students succeed in the classroom in order to fill the workforce
needs of the future.
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1

Getting to Know Our Students (Fall 2018)
Current/College Education Information
Type of institution

10 TN TCAT (Technical School)
20 TN 2 Year College
30 TN 4 Year College

College Generation Status
Prompt : What is the HIGHEST LEVEL of education completed by the following family members:

Father

0 I do not know/uncertain
1 Elementary or Middle School
2 Some High School
3 High School Graduate
4 Post High School Vocational Training
5 Some College
6 Associate’s Degree
7 Bachelor’s Degree
8 Post Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc.)
0 I do not know/uncertain
1 Elementary or Middle School
2 Some High School
3 High School Graduate
4 Post High School Vocational Training
5 Some College
6 Associate’s Degree
7 Bachelor’s Degree
8 Post Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc.)
0 I do not know/uncertain
1 Elementary or Middle School
2 Some High School
3 High School Graduate
4 Post High School Vocational Training
5 Some College
6 Associate’s Degree
7 Bachelor’s Degree
8 Post Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc.)
0 I do not know/uncertain
1 Elementary or Middle School
2 Some High School
3 High School Graduate
4 Post High School Vocational Training
5 Some College
6 Associate’s Degree
7 Bachelor’s Degree
8 Post Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc.)
0 I do not know/uncertain
1 Elementary or Middle School
2 Some High School
3 High School Graduate
4 Post High School Vocational Training
5 Some College
6 Associate’s Degree
7 Bachelor’s Degree
8 Post Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc.)

Mother

Guardian/Parental Figure

Of ALL Siblings: Brothers/Sisters, HIGHEST LEVEL

Of ALL Siblings: Step or Half Brothers/Sisters HIGHEST LEVEL

Living Style

2

What is your marital status?

Whether the student is the primary caregiver, guardian, or parent for a child is coded based on [Dtx_kidnum]
If you have children who live with you, please indicate how many. (Dropdown menu)

In what kind of setting did you spend the majority of your life prior to attending college/university?

Do you use public transportation to attend college?

What language(s) are spoken in your home?
What language(s) are spoken in your home?
Do you have a disability as recognized by the American Disabilities Act?

Are you registered with your campus Office of Disabled Services?

1 Single
2 Married
3 Partnered
4 Divorced
5 Widowed
0 No
1 Yes
0 None
❖ (Labels not given 1 thru 8)
9 9 or more
1 Urban
2 Suburban
3 Small City
4 Small Town
5 Rural
0 No
1 Yes
2 Sometimes
3 No, but I would if public transit was available
(Free response)
(Free response)
-1 I prefer not to respond
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes

Socioeconomic Status
How would you describe your current financial circumstances in general?

What is your yearly household income? (If you are unsure, please provide your best estimate)

In the past 12 months, have you ever lacked a fixed, regular, and adequate nighttime residence?
In the past 12 months, have you ever couch-surfed or stayed with friends/peers because you had no other place to live?
Think of this scale as representing where people stand in the United States. At 10 are the people who are the best off – those who have the most
money, the most education, and the most respected jobs. At 1 are the people who are worst off – who have the least money, least education, and
the least respected jobs or no job. The higher up you are on this scale, the closer you are to the people at the very top; the lower you are, the
closer you are to the people at the very bottom.

1 I cannot make ends meet
2 I am barely making it
3 I am breaking even
4 I have extra money after paying the bills
5 I do not have to worry about money
0 I don't know
1 <$15,000
2 $15,001-$25,000
3 $25,001-$35,000
4 $35,001- $50,000
5 $50,001-$75,000
6 $75,001-$100,000
7 $100,001-$150,000
8 >$150,000
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
1 the people at the very bottom
❖ (Labels not given b/w 2-9)
10 the people at the very top

Where would you place yourself on this scale?
Tuition Assistance
Prompt : Which of the following ways do you pay for the expenses associated with attending college? (Check all that apply)
Whether student received Pell in the term (admin data)

0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes

I am receiving the Pell Grant
I am receiving Tennessee Promise

3

I am receiving Tennessee Reconnect

0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
(Free response)

I am receiving the Lottery Scholarship
I am receiving other scholarships
If other, please specify.
Did you fill out the FAFSA?
If yes, who helped you fill out the FAFSA? Check all that apply: Nobody
If yes, who helped you fill out the FAFSA? Check all that apply: Relative
If yes, who helped you fill out the FAFSA? Check all that apply: A school counselor
Whether student indicated other people who helpled them fill out the FAFSA
If other, please specifiy

0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
0 No
1 Yes
(Free response)

Please answer the following question on a scale of 1-5, with 1 being very easy and 5 being very difficult. How difficult was completing the FAFSA? 1 Very easy
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very difficult
Persistence
Perseverance of Effort
Prompt : People often have very different work styles. Please respond to the following 7 items. Be honest – there are no right or wrong answers!
Not at all like me
Not much like me
3 Somewhat like me
4 Mostly like me
5 Very much like me
1 Not at all like me
2 Not much like me
3 Somewhat like me
4 Mostly like me

I am a hard worker.

5 Very much like me
Perceived Competence
Prompt : People often have very different work styles. Please respond to the following 7 items. Be honest – there are no right or wrong answers!
I will be able to achieve most of the goals that I have set for myself.

When facing difficult tasks, I am certain that I will accomplish them.

In general, I think that I can obtain outcomes that are important to me.

I believe I can succeed at most any endeavor to which I set my mind.

4

1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree

I will be able to successfully overcome many challenges.

1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly disagree
2 Disagree
3 Undecided
4 Agree
5 Strongly Agree

I am confident that I can perform effectively on many different tasks.

Compared to other people, I can do most tasks very well.

Even when things are tough, I can perform quite well.

Goal Attribution
Prompt : Please choose the number that best supports you with 1 being not at all true and 5 being very true. I am looking for a career that would allow me to:
Earn a good income

Do interesting work

Make a contribution to society

Work closely with others

Work independently

Do work that is worthwhile to society

Have a sense of pride and personal accomplishment

Give back to my family

Have opportunities to seek new experiences

Help others

Gain high status and prestige in society

Give back to my community

Reason for Attending College

5

1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True
1 Not at all True
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 4)
5 Very True

Prompt : In the next items you are asked to estimate your overall ability to perform successfully in a wide variety of situations or how confident you are that you can perform effectively across different tasks and situations.
There are many reasons why people attend college. Please read the following list of possible motivating factors below. Then, indicate the number that best represent the importance of each motive to you. If it is not at all important mark 1, if it is more or less
important find the number between 5 and 1 that best describes you.
INDEPENDENT
Explore new interests.

1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important

Expand my understanding of the world.

Become an independent thinker.

Learn more about my interests.

INTERDEPENDENT
Be a role model for people in my community.

1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important

Show that people with my background can do well.

Help my family out after I'm done with college.

Give back to my community.

Provide a better life for my own children.

HELPING MOTIVES
Help my family out after I'm done with college.

1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important

Give back to my community.

Provide a better life for my own children.

OTHER MOTIVES
Make a contribution to society.

1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important

Help others.

Make my family proud.

Learn things that will help me make a positive impact on the world.

6

Please my parents.

1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important
1 Not at all Important
❖ (Labels not given 2 thru 6)
7 Very Important

Make new friends.

Establish social networks.

Make a lot of money.

Bring honor to my family.

Prepare for my future career.

l

Belonging
Prompt : The following items refer to you general feelings about being at your current college or university. Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with each statement.
College Belonging
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

I belong at this college/university.

Belonging Uncertainty
Prompt : The following items refer to you general feelings about being at your current college or university. Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with each statement.
When something bad happens, I feel that maybe I don’t belong at college.

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Belonging Uncertainty in Major
I don’t know if I really belong in my major.

7
College Identity

Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

Being a student at this college/university is an important part of my identity.

I am very proud to be a student at this college/university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Relative Academic Preparedness
I sometimes feel like other students on campus have stronger academic skills than me.

I feel more academically prepared than other students at this college/university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Campus Involvement
I am very involved in groups and/or activities at this college/university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I don't get very involved on campus; I’m just here to take classes.

Achievement Goals
Prompt : The following items refer to your general feelings about being at your current college or university. Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with each statement
One of my goals is to perform better than other students in my classes

8

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

One of my goals is to learn as much as possible in my classes

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

My goal is to avoid doing worse than other students

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

My goal is to do as little work as possible

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I think my major is very interesting

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I am confident that I will graduate college in my major

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Expectancy
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Expectancy
I know I can learn the material in math.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
I believe that I can be successful in math.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
I am confident that I can understand the material in math.
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Expectancy

9

I know I can learn the material in English.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I believe that I can be successful in English.

I am confident that I can understand the material in English.

Value
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Value
I think math is important.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
I think math is useful.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
What I learn in my math classes will be useful in the future.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
What I learn in my math classes will help me in my future career.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
I value math.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Value
I think English is important.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

10

I think English is useful.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

What I learn in my English classes will be useful in the future.

What I learn in my English classes will help me in my future career.

I value English.

Cost
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Cost
I’m unable to put in the time needed to do well in math.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
I have to give up too much to do well in math.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
My math class is too stressful for me.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
I worry too much about my math class.
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Cost
I’m unable to put in the time needed to do well in English.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
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I have to give up too much to do well in English.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

My English class is too stressful for me.

I worry too much about my English class.

Interest
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Interest
I think math is interesting/enjoyable.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
What we learn in math fascinates me.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
To be honest, I just don’t find what we learn in math to be interesting.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Interest
I think English is interesting/enjoyable.

What we learn in English fascinates me.

To be honest, I just don’t find what we learn in English to be interesting.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Academic Preparedness
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Preparedness
I sometimes feel like other students on campus have math skills that I don’t.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
I feel more academically prepared in math than other students at this college/university.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Preparedness
I sometimes feel like other students on campus have English skills that I don’t.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I feel more academically prepared in English than other students at this college/university.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

Theory of Intelligence (Growth Mindset)
Prompt : The next set of questions asks about your thoughts and feelings about math/English . This includes math courses you might be enrolled in at this institution and math in general. Read each sentence and mark the choice that shows how much you agree
with it. Remember, there are no right or wrong answers.
Math Growth Mindset
You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic math intelligence.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
Your math intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
You have a certain amount of math intelligence and you really can’t do much to change it.
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
English Growth Mindset
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You can learn new things, but you can’t really change your basic English intelligence.

Your English intelligence is something about you that you can’t change very much.

You have a certain amount of English intelligence and you really can’t do much to change it.

Career Preparation
Prompt : The following items refer to your general feelings about being at your current college or university. Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with each statement
Do you consistently use career preparation resources on campus, in the community or on the Web?
Have you explored self, in terms of your values, interests, skills, etc.?
Have you identified and committed to an academic major that fits with your perceived strengths, abilities and preferences?
Have you researched reliable sources of occupational information?
Have your developed a 10-year career plan?
Future College Intentions (Future Plans)
Prompt : Using the scale below, please respond to the following statements.
I feel (felt) confident about choosing a major.

My academic work this semester will help me get a job when I graduate.

My academic work this semester will be useful in the future.

I plan to graduate at the end of this semester

I plan to return to this college/university next semester.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

1 Yes, I have been MORE than 6 months
2 Yes, I have been LESS than 6 months
3 No, but I intend to in the next 30 days
4 No, but I intend to in the next 60 days
5 No, and I do NOT intend to in the next 6 months

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I plan to attend a different college/university next semester.

1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

I do not plan on returning to any college/university next semester.

Family Support
Prompt : The following items refer to your general feelings about being at your current college or university. Please rate your level of agreement/disagreement with each statement.
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree
Strongly Disagree
Disagree
Slightly Disagree
Slightly Agree
Agree
Strongly Agree

My family thinks that it is important for me to get a college education.

My family doesn’t understand why I want to go to college.

Perception of Faculty Mindset
Prompt: The next set of questions ask your thoughts about your faculty this year. Please answer honestly about your best impression thus far.
The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that students have a certain amount of intelligence, and they really can't do much to
change it.

The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that students can learn new things, but they can't really change their basic intelligence

The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that students either "have it" or they don't.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that every student can learn new things and significantly grow their intelligence.

The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that some students are smart, while others are not.

The instructors at my college/university seem to believe that students who are less smart will always be less smart than the other students in the
class.

My instructors believe that everybody in college can learn a lot.

My instructors seem to believe that only a few students will understand the hardest problems.

My instructors do not let people give up when the work gets hard.

My instructors call you “smart” if you are good at their subject.

If you fall behind in classes, my instructors do not slow down to let you catch up.

My instructors have several good ways to explain topics that we cover in classes.

My instructors demonstrate how what we are learning is useful.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree

My instructors explain how what we are learning may be important.

My instructors explain how course assignments may be important.
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1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
1 Strongly Disagree
2 Disagree
3 Slightly Disagree
4 Slightly Agree
5 Agree
6 Strongly Agree
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